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Maqriziana II: Discovery of an Autograph Manuscript of al-Maqrīzī: 
Towards a Better Understanding of His Working Method
Analysis
TOWARDS AN ARCHAEOLOGY OF SCHOLARSHIP
The process of writing in all its complexity, i. e., from the moment an author hits 
upon the idea of writing a book on a given subject until the work is published and 
distributed, is one of the least understood and studied concepts of scholarship, 
whatever the field, and as such certainly constitutes one of the most exciting 
challenges for the researcher. Where, when, and how did the author think of 
writing about such a topic? How did he collect the material? How did he organize 
it? How did he handle the sources? Did he gather abstracts and excerpts, and 
in what manner? Did he take notes on slips of paper? Did he work with note-
cards? How did he arrange the material, and in whose words, his own or those 
of his sources? When and how was the book published and made available to the 
public? Was it possible for the author to correct mistakes after this point? Answers 
to these questions, however incomplete or conjectural, would help us understand 
how scholarship was undertaken in the past.
In the field of classical studies, this issue has been the subject of inquiry for a 
long time, but it has received much more attention since the eighties of the last 
century. In a pioneering book presenting the findings he has amassed during the 
last twenty years, Tiziano Dorandi 1 succeeds in providing answers to many of the 
above-mentioned questions. Because they deal with Greece and Rome, civilizations 
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1 Tiziano Dorandi, Le Stylet et la tablette: dans le secret des auteurs antiques (Paris, 2000).
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that have not left behind a large number of books, let alone autograph versions, 2 
classicists struggle with either (a) rare quotations where the modus operandi of 
some authors is described, or (b) even rarer tangible evidence. The first group 
represents what could be called the “indirect tradition,” in which either first- or 
second-hand testimonies of the working method of an author are found. In the 
second group, the evidence constitutes the “direct tradition,” i.e., all the original 
documents (holograph and autograph manuscripts of the fair and draft versions, 
notebooks). Needless to say, classicists seldom are lucky enough to deal with 
items from the second group.
It is well established that Islam was a civilization of the book where the practice 
of scholarship and writing was undeniably given impetus by the introduction of 
a new writing material (paper). 3 Islamic civilization is more recent than Greek 
and Roman civilization, and thus more examples of Islamic books have survived. 
Furthermore, the quality of the material used for the publication and transmission 
of texts assured better preservation of the manuscripts, provided—of course—that 
the political situation permitted it. Thus, there is no reason to wonder why several 
million Islamic manuscripts have survived, mainly from after the sixth/twelfth 
century until the last century. Among them, the large number of autograph copies 
representing the final version of a work or another step of the writing process 
is quite impressive. If the researcher specializing in the field of Islamic studies 
has no reason to complain in comparison with his fellow classicist, who adheres 
to the adage “a little is better than nothing,” it is also true that he is sometimes 
overwhelmed by the volume of the manuscripts preserved. Consequently, he 
concentrates his research on more directly palpable aspects, such as the text itself 
(i. e., the contents of the manuscript), and seldom considers the material approach. 
Despite the abundance of material, the field of Islamic studies is deficient in the 
analysis and explication of the working methods of writers. Some stimulating 
attempts, however, have been made, but to little avail. Worth mentioning is the 
landmark study of Franz Rosenthal, 4 published as early as 1947, in which he mainly 
addressed the problem of scholarship, his aim being “to find out what Muslims 
2 Alphonse Dain’s words perfectly echo this situation: “À l’exception de quelques textes grecs ou 
latins du Moyen Age déjà avancé, aucun ouvrage ancien ne nous est parvenu sous forme d’original, 
exemplaire dû à l’auteur lui-même ou à son secrétaire. Nous n’avons pour ainsi dire jamais affaire 
à un livre autographe.” Alphonse Dain, Les Manuscrits, 3rd ed. (Paris, 1975; reprint, 1997), 15. 
Since then, the “Papyrus of Herculanum” 1021 has been identified as a rare item of an authorial 
manuscript, i.e., a work written by an author, but not necessarily in his handwriting. See Dorandi, 
Le Stylet, 13.
3 See François Déroche, Le Livre manuscrit arabe: Préludes à un histoire (Paris, 2004), 44.
4 Franz Rosenthal, The Technique and Approach of Muslim Scholarship (Rome, 1947).
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thought, and not how they acted.” 5 Nevertheless, Rosenthal summarily tackled 
some technical aspects connected with the methods employed by authors to write 
their books. 6 His observations were exclusively based on the indirect tradition, i.e., 
the testimonies which the authors interspersed or hinted at in their works, or the 
clues they deliberately or unwittingly left. In the following decades, several books 
devoted to the methods to which an author had recourse in order to compose his 
book(s) have appeared. 7 Once again, these studies base themselves on a unique, 
somewhat biased, tradition: the evidence provided by the final stage of a work 
which, most of the time, survived in later manuscripts. Most of these deal with 
the peripheral problem of the sources (Quellenuntersuchungen), source criticism 
together with the relationship of the author to his sources (oral or written), and 
the quotation technique. Among these, the studies relying on books written in the 
classical period (pre-fifth/eleventh century) employing the traditional quotation 
technique (isnād) constitute the lion’s share, because the underlying question of 
the trustworthiness of the information is foremost in the author’s mind. 8 The 
recent contribution of Gregor Schoeler, 9 which represents the lubb al-albāb of his 
research in this direction for the last two decades, gathers some of the results 
reached by his predecessors. Moreover, it breaks new ground in giving, for the 
very first time, a clear view of the arduous procedure of the transmission of texts 
and the writing process in early Islam, as well as the problem of authorship in 
all fields of writing activity. The answers he suggests also enlighten us, although 
superficially, on the working method for the classical period.
More testimonies of the direct tradition survive from later periods, but at the 
same time interest in the working method of Muslim scholars diminishes. The 
5 Ibid., 1.
6 The question of the taking of notes, the existence of note-cards, and the problem of the draft are 
all briefly dealt with.
7 Arab authors seem to have been more interested in these themes, as the bibliography shows. One 
can cite, for example, the following references: Dāwūd Sallūm, Dirāsāt Kitāb al-Aghānī wa-Manhaj 
Muʾallifihi, 3rd (sic) ed. (Beirut, 1985); Muṣṭafá al-Shakʿah, Manāhij al-Taʾlīf ʿinda al-ʿUlamāʾ al-
ʿArab: Qism al-Adab, 3rd ed. (Beirut, 1979 [1973]); Akram Ḍiyāʾ ʿUmarī, Mawārid al-Khaṭīb al-
Baghdādī fī Tārīkh Baghdād (Damascus, 1395/1975); Maryam Muḥammad Khayr al-Dirʿ, Mawārid 
Ibn al-ʿAdīm al-Tārīkhīyah wa-Manhajuhu fī Kitāb Bughyat al-Ṭalab fī Tārīkh Ḥalab (Damascus, 
1426/2005).
8 Sebastian Günther, Quellenuntersuchungen zu den »Maqātil aṭ-Ṭālibiyyīn« des Abū ‘l-Faraǧ al-
Iṣfahānī (gest. 356/967) (Hildesheim, Zurich, and New York, 1991); idem, “Assessing the Sources 
of Classical Arabic Compilations: The Issue of Categories and Methodologies,” British Journal of 
Middle Eastern Studies 32, no. 1 (2005): 75–98; idem, “». . . nor have I learned it from any book of 
theirs«: Abū l-Faraj al-Iṣfahānī: a Medieval Arabic Author at Work,” in Festschrift für Werner Ende 
zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Rainer Brunner et al. (Würzburg, 2002), 139–53.
9 Gregor Schoeller, Écrire et transmettre dans les débuts de l’islam (Paris, 2002).
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overwhelming number of manuscripts probably plays a role in this indifference 
along with the technical and administrative problems encountered by the researcher 
who would like to address this issue. No wonder if, here again, efforts have been 
directed to source criticism and all the correlative issues. For the Mamluk period, 
the works of Ulrich Haarmann and Donald Little are considered milestones. 10 
Even though their aims are quite different from those implied in this article, their 
results could elucidate some interesting features pertaining to working method; 
as Little put it: [while] “what is proposed [. . . is more a] close study of the way 
in which each historian used his sources and the type of events which he chose to 
describe, it is also hoped that some insight will be gained into the principles and 
methodology of Muslim historiography of this period.” 11 In these particular cases, 
the inquiry did not focus on a single author and one of his works, but rather on 
the comparison of several works which revealed the similarity and the confluence 
in the wording and details in the depiction of a given event.
So far, the only research conducted on the modus operandi of scholars is with 
regard to a very late author of the Ottoman period, Kātib Chelebi (a.k.a. Ḥājjī 
Khalīfah, d. 1067/1657). The autograph draft of the work which contributed to 
his fame more than any other (Kashf al-Ẓunūn ʿan Asāmī al-Kutub wa-al-Funūn) is 
full of slips of paper covered with notes to be added to the final text. As such, it 
illustrates Kātib Chelebī’s method of working. Eleazar Birnbaum understood the 
value of this manuscript, and in his thorough study of it tried to discern how the 
author composed his book. 12
All these studies have yielded results. However, they do not give answers to the 
whole set of questions we put forward at the beginning of this article. This is not 
surprising, considering the huge quantity of material from both the indirect and 
direct traditions required in order to tackle this complex issue in an exhaustive 
manner.
The indirect tradition, surveyed quite comprehensively by Rosenthal and 
Schoeller (although in the latter case within the limits of the periods considered), 
is of particular importance. In fact, it is usually the author who, speaking in 
the first person, gives valuable hints about his working method. While first- and 
10 Ulrich Haarmann, Quellenstudien zur frühen Mamlukenzeit (Freiburg im Brisgau, 1969); Donald P. 
Little, An Introduction to Mamlūk Historiography: An Analysis of Arabic Annalistic and Biographical 
Sources for the Reign of al-Malik an-Nāṣir Muḥammad ibn Qalāʾūn (Wiesbaden, 1970) The latest 
contribution to this field will be found in Sami Massoud, The Chronicles and Annalistic Sources of 
the Early Mamluk Circassian Period (Leiden, 2007).
11 Ibid., 1.
12 Eleazar Birnbaum, “Kātib Chelebi (1609–1657) and Alphabetization: A Methodological 
Investigation of the Autographs of His Kashf al-Ẓunūn and Sullam al-Wuṣūl,” in Scribes et manuscrits 
du Moyen-Orient, ed. François Déroche and Francis Richard (Paris, 1997), 236–63.
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second-hand testimonies are useful, they are also scarce. Indeed, several others are 
still waiting to be tracked down, as illustrated by the following description dated 
to the seventh/thirteenth century, probably the most detailed at our disposal, by 
Ibn Ṭāwūs (died 664/1266 in Baghdad). This Shiʿi figure, whose peculiar method 
of quotation has drawn the attention of Etan Kohlberg, 13 also provided, in two of 
his books, a very precise picture of how he composed books, differing, he says, 
from the traditional method. The various steps are summarized by Kohlberg as 
follows:
IṬ [Ibn Ṭāwūs] explains that he was too busy with other matters to 
be able to work in the usual fashion. Instead he used the services of 
a copyist (who seems to have been incorporated into the household 
for the duration of the work: kāna ʿindanā nāsikh). The copyist was 
employed in the following manner: (a) IṬ would jot down his ideas 
on slips of paper (ruqayʿāt) which the nāsikh would copy at once; 
(b) when citing from written texts, IṬ would either dictate to the 
copyist from the original book or show him the passage which he 
wanted copied, and the copyist would write it down. This obviated 
the need for the initial draft. The individual folios produced by the 
copyist did not follow any particular order, and may be compared 
to index-cards. The next step was for IṬ to take each completed 
folio (qāʾimah) and copy its text into the appropriate place in the 
final version of the book (presumably with revisions). 14
This passage is of particular importance for our purpose thanks to its detailed 
description. Not only does it establish that the author worked with the help of 
a copyist, but it also confirms what has been postulated for a long time: that 
authors used to have recourse to what corresponded to index cards, individual 
sheets of paper which could be organized according to the outline of the final 
work. Interestingly too, the process resembles Pliny the Elder’s working method 
as described by his nephew, Pliny the Younger, for the composition of his Naturalis 
Historia: 15 apparently, Pliny the Elder read sources or had them read to him by a 
slave; he marked the passages he was interested in; he dictated those passages to 
have them copied in pugillares (notebooks); he then utilized these passages for the 
13 Etan Kohlberg, A Medieval Muslim Scholar at Work: Ibn Ṭāwūs and His Library (Leiden, New York, 
and Cologne, 1992).
14 Ibid., 86 (on the basis of the description provided by Ibn Ṭāwūs in his Falāḥ al-Sāʾil wa-Najāḥ 
al-Masāʾil and Al-Iqbāl bi-al-Aʿmāl al-Ḥasanah).
15 See Dorandi, Le Stylet, 29-40. The passage in question has been the object of several interpretations 
due to the ambiguity of the terms used. The process given hereafter results from Dorandi’s 
reading.
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composition of his book. This example from antiquity is given here to show that, 
in this matter, the working method was a question of innate modus operandi which 
was to be formalized only in the Renaissance period. 16
As for the direct tradition, the inquiry should rely on the material evidence, in 
the best cases that would have reached us, the ideal being:
a) manuscripts representing the final stage of a book (mubayyaḍah, 
mubyaḍḍah);
b) manuscripts of the draft version of a book (musawwadah, muswaddah);
c) manuscripts of the summaries and abstracts of the original sources used for 
the composition of a book (mukhtaṣar, mukhtār, muntaqá, etc);
d) manuscripts of the notebooks compiled by an author to write his book 
(tadhkirah, majmūʿ, taʿlīq);
e) original manuscripts of the sources used by an author with undeniable proof 
that these manuscripts were in his hands at a given time.
With the exception of (e), all of these should be holograph manuscripts of the 
author. Examples from each of these categories would make possible a serious 
study on the working method of a given scholar. Unfortunately, even though 
Islamic civilization has produced and preserved more manuscripts than any other, 
as already pointed out, it is unrealistic to assume that manuscripts fulfilling all 
these conditions are available. Various examples can undoubtedly be found for 
categories (a) and (c). As for (b) and (d), there are good reasons to believe that 
manuscripts of drafts and notebooks could only survive by chance. This is logical: 
a draft representing the intermediary stage of a book lost its usefulness once the 
finished version had been completed. Moreover, most of the works left unfinished 
by an author at his death either disappeared or were taken by another scholar 
who decided to polish them, sometimes to emend them, and in the end to publish 
them in the author’s name or, more perfidiously, in his own name. 17 Notebooks, 
on the other hand, are made by the author only for his own benefit. They do not 
represent a finished version of a work. Here again, they rarely arouse the interest 
of others and were generally considered as the author’s nachlaß, at a time when 
this genre of personal notes was considered at face value.
It remains that if several examples of categories (a) and (c) have been 
preserved, they do not necessarily come from the same author, and even in this 
case the picture of his modus operandi will be limited by the lack of additional 
16 See ibid., 3.
17 Regarding al-Maqrīzī, for instance, see my forthcoming study: “Maqriziana IX: Should al-Maqrīzī 
Be Thrown Out With the Bathwater? The Question of His Plagiarism of Al-Awḥadī’s Khiṭaṭ and the 
Documentary Evidence” (to be published in a forthcoming issue of this journal).
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material evidence for the other categories. Still, there is an exception, an author 
for whom all the above-mentioned categories are represented by even more than 
one manuscript: al-Maqrīzī. Strangely, one of the most representative figures 
of Muslim scholarship, considering all periods, is precisely the one for whom 
more than twenty-three autograph manuscripts have been preserved (nearly 
5,000 leaves) 18 together with several copies of the sources he consulted, 19 the 
whole covering all the categories regarded as necessary for an exhaustive study 
of his working method. 20 Thanks to this abundance of material evidence, it is 
possible not only to compare the final stages of his works to the draft versions, 
but also to the (preserved) sources he used (i.e., the original manuscripts he 
consulted), and to the preliminary work necessary for an author to prepare a 
book (abstracts, notebooks, note-cards). The discovery of one of his notebooks 
constitutes a unique  opportunity not only for the reconstruction of his working 
method, but also, more generally, to contribute to the building of an archaeology 
of scholarship, as expressed by Thierry Bianquis as early as 1997. In his review 21 
of an edition of one of al-Maqrīzī’s drafts, 22 he recognized the value of these 
autograph manuscripts and adumbrated the results that could be obtained through 
their study as witnesses of the author’s technique: “Quand j’avais travaillé sur ce 
texte à la BN [Bibliothèque nationale de France, MS  Ar. 2144, “Al-Tārīkh al-
Muqaffá al-Kabīr”], j’avais pensé que toute une archéologie du savoir historique 
pourrait être reconstituée en analysant ce type d’écrit et en travaillant en même 
temps sur l’usage qu’avait fait al-Maqrīzī, dans l’Ittiʿāẓ al-Ḥunafāʾ, du manuscrit 
d’al-Musabbiḥī que nous avions publié et qui porte une mention de sa main en 
première page indiquant qu’il l’avait utilisé.” This “archaeology of scholarship,” 
historical scholarship in this case, echoes the title of Michel Foucault’s book first 
published in 1969, 23 but it has a different scope. Foucault’s vision was that of a 
philosopher and his work was epistemological. The archaeology of scholarship, 
as put forward by Bianquis, is closer to the technical meaning of the first term: 
it should aim at studying, digging up what amounts to the soil for the traditional 
18 See Appendix I at the end of this article. Reference is made here to the numbers attributed to 
each manuscript in this appendix, with the exception of no. 18 (copy of the autograph) and no. 
15 (partly autograph).
19 See Appendix II at the end of this article.
20 They can be divided in this manner (the letters refer to the categories): (a) 1–7, 15, 17; (b) 
9–14, 16, 19, 21; (c) 8, 18, 22; (d) 20, 21, 23; (e) see Appendix II (18 manuscripts representing 
6 sources).
21 Bulletin critique des Annales islamologiques 13 (1997): 158.
22 Taqī al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī al-Maqrīzī, Musawwadat Kitāb al-Mawāʿiẓ wa-al-Iʿtibār fī Dhikr al-
Khiṭaṭ wa-al-Āthār, ed. Ayman Fuʾād Sayyid (London, 1995).
23 Michel Foucault, L’Archéologie du savoir (Paris, 1969).
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archaeologist, i.e., the manuscripts, in order to reconstruct the techniques, the 
methods followed by writers to compose their books; that is to say, in a few 
words, to try to deduce the writer’s creative process.
As mentioned earlier, al-Maqrīzī constitutes a case study and a logical starting 
point. 24 The present article is conceived as a contribution to this new form of 
archaeology, keeping in mind two caveats:
It does not aim at reconstructing al-Maqrīzī’s working method in all its 
complexity, for two reasons. Firstly, it is seen as a continuation of the preceding 
articles in which the notebook was comprehensively described. In the following 
pages, the analysis will be primarily based on this witness, although limited 
references will be made to the other autograph manuscripts. Consequently and 
secondly, it is implied that a study considering all the autograph manuscripts 
would take more time and space than is allowed for such an article. 25
The conclusions drawn from the present study are by no means definitive, 
given the partial sample taken into consideration, and should not be regarded 
as applicable to every author. Although the working methods might have been 
identical, they probably differed according to the persons, the place, and the 
period considered. Only a more comprehensive analysis based on several authors 
of different periods could lead to such general conclusions.
THE CODEX LEODIENSIS: A NOTEBOOK?
Although some folios clearly give the impression that one is looking at a notebook, 
most of the parts appear, prima facie, as neatly copied texts. This raises the 
question whether the manuscript should really be identified as a notebook or not. 
The definition of a notebook, as provided by the Oxford English Dictionary (2nd 
ed., Oxford, 1989), is “a book reserved for or containing notes or memoranda.” In 
this sense, a scholar’s notebook is the place where he jots down information he is 
interested in for his own research and writing, but not unreservedly: he may be 
struck by an anecdote or a story without necessarily feeling the need to use it in 
24 Regarding al-Maqrīzī, some attempts have already been made, but all are sketchy. Ayman Fuʾād 
Sayyid only touched on the subject in the following publications: Ayman Fuʾād Sayyid, “Remarques 
sur la composition des Ḫiṭaṭ de Maqrīzī d’après un manuscrit autographe,” in Hommages à la 
mémoire de Serge Sauneron, 1927-1976, vol. 2, Égypte post-pharaonique (Cairo, 1979), 231–58; idem, 
“Early Methods of Book Composition: al-Maqrīzī’s Draft of the Kitāb al-Khiṭaṭ,” in The Codicology 
of Islamic Manuscripts: Proceedings of the Second Conference of al-Furqān Islamic Heritage Foundation, 
4-5 December 1993, ed. Yasin Dutton (London, 1995), 93–101. On the other hand, Muḥammad 
ʿIzz al-Dīn ʿAlī followed the traditional method which concerns the question of the sources and 
the method of quotation, which brings some answers, however partial. See Muḥammad Kamāl al-
Dīn ʿIzz al-Dīn ʿAlī, Arbaʿat Muʾarrikhīn wa-Arbaʿat Muʾallafāt min Dawlat al-Mamālīk al-Jarākisah 
(Cairo, 1992).
25 It is the present writer’s project to carry out this larger analysis.
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the future. Thus the notebook plays the role of a memorandum, a book to which 
a scholar is able to refer when needed. Such a book will contain two kinds of 
information: first, personal observations and even oral testimonies, heard during 
the day and memorized, or already scribbled on slips of paper on the spot, with 
the intent to transfer them into the notebook later on, at the end of the day, for 
instance, or when it comes to mind again. 26 Second, during the reading of the 
sources, with a projected book in mind or not, the scholar writes down all the 
material he deems useful, which may consist of small notes. But if the mass of 
material is very important, he may rather make a summary in order to make the 
best use of this source. The summary might be faithful to the original, a word-
by-word excerpt, or, on the contrary, paraphrased, depending on its usefulness 
and the ultimate scope of the finished work. Obviously, the notebook will also 
reflect the scholar’s interests, depending on the period considered: his notes and 
excerpts based upon an eclectic range of works would be the result of his readings 
in a great variety of fields. The comprehensive description of the codex leodiensis 
has revealed the heterogeneous character of the texts collected (from history to 
zoology, from Quranic commentary to numismatics), as well as the diversity of 
the nature of these texts (from summaries to excerpts, from personal notes to 
short quotations). Furthermore, the question of authenticity is not problematic, 
given that the script may be compared without difficulty to the numerous other 
holograph manuscripts of al-Maqrīzī. Handwriting, together with style, could be 
affected by the very nature of the work accomplished by a scholar in his notebook. 
The scholar, concentrating on the task of condensing his source, might not be 
liable to devote his whole attention to his style, in which grammatical mistakes 
and aberrant orthographical features would be visible. 27 As for handwriting, one 
would expect a more cursive script than the one used for the writing of a book. 28 
On the other hand, the scholar might wish to avoid, as often as possible, any 
26 If the notebook consists of only this kind of information, it should rather be considered a journal. 
Two exceptional witnesses of this genre have reached us, one from eleventh-century Baghdad 
and the other from fifth-century Damascus: Georges Makdisi, “Autograph Diary of an Eleventh-
Century Historian of Baghdād,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 18 (1956): 
9–31, 239–60; 19 (1957): 13–48, 281–303, 426–43; Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad Ibn Ṭawq, Journal 
d’Aḥmad ibn Ṭawq (834/1430–915/1509) = Al-Taʿlīq: Yawmīyāt Shihāb al-Dīn Ibn Ṭawq (834–915 
H./1480–1502 M.), ed. Jaʿfar al-Muhājir (Damascus, 2000–4).
27 Such features are conspicuous in al-Maqrīzī’s notebook and have been inventoried in the 
forthcoming study: Frédéric Bauden, “Maqriziana VIII: Quelques remarques sur l’orthographe d’al-
Maqrīzī (m. 845/1442) à partir de son carnet de notes : peut-on parler de moyen arabe?” in Moyen 
arabe et variétés mixtes de l’arabe: Actes du Premier Colloque International (Louvain-la-Neuve, 10–14 
Mai 2004), ed. Jérôme Lentin and Jacques Grand’Henry (Louvain-la-Neuve, 2008), 21–38.
28 Item XXII, which most probably represents the first stage of redaction of a biography by al-
Maqrīzī, shares this characteristic.
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ambiguity in the reading of passages which are not his own, in which case he 
might be unable to read his own handwriting correctly. This raises the problem 
of the neatly written texts found in the notebook, which give the impression that 
al-Maqrīzī copied what he had already condensed elsewhere. If this is the case, 
material evidence characteristic of the technique of copying would emerge, like 
homoioteleuton, for instance. 29 However, such a phenomenon is not observed in 
the manuscript. The question arises whether these neatly written summaries and 
excerpts were made on the spot, i.e., at the very moment when al-Maqrīzī was 
reading the source, or written later on in the notebook. An answer can only be 
found through the comparison of the results of this scholar’s notes and the original 
sources, when preserved. Several examples will serve to give an unequivocal 
answer.
Definitely one of the most meticulously written texts, item II consists of a 
summary (talkhīṣ) of Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam’s Kitāb Futūḥ Miṣr wa-Akhbārihā. This 
and the following references to “items” refer to the organization of al-Maqrīzī’s 
notebook set forth in my two previous articles in Mamlūk Studies Review: vol. 
7, no. 2 (2003): 21–68, and vol. 10, no. 2 (2006): 81–139. The original work is 
composed of reports transmitted in the traditional way, i.e., as hadith and khabar 
supported by a chain of authorities. Given the nature of this historical data, the 
note-taker does not have the same discretion to summarize as he would with 
another genre of historical writing. As a traditionalist himself, al-Maqrīzī would 
be reluctant to distort the original. It is no surprise then to note that this summary 
is almost completely faithful to the original, although several additional notes and 
erasures visible in the margins indicate that some alterations nevertheless were 
made.
In the following example, the original text reads: 30
. . . ﺝﺮﻋﻷﺍ ﻮﻫﻭ ﻦﻳﺮﺸﻋﻭ ﺔﻨﺳ ﺔﺋﺎﻣ ﻚﻠﻤﻓ  . . . 
where a peculiar grammatical construction is discernible. 31
If we turn to the notebook, we notice that al-Maqrīzī was obviously condensing 
the text while he was reading it, as he faithfully copied it, except that he changed 
the word “sanah” into “ʿām.” But when he got to the word “ʿishrīn,” the structure 
of the sentence appeared singular to him, and he decided to erase the word “ʿām” 
and to replace it at the end of the numerals by the word “sanah”!
29 Dain, Les Manuscrits, 44.
30 Abū al-Qāsim ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn ʿAbd Allāh Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam, The History of the Conquest of 
Egypt, North Africa and Spain Known as the Futūḥ Miṣr of Ibn ‘Abd al-Ḥakam, ed. Charles C. Torrey 
(New Haven, 1922), 29.
31 If the word “sanah” had been repeated after “ʿishrīn,” the construction would have been correct 
according to the rules. See William Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language, 3rd ed. (Cambridge, 
1896–98), vol. 2, § 104.
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MS 2232, fol. 48b (Courtesy Université de Liège)
There is no other way to interpret the following passage but that al-Maqrīzī 
was truly condensing the source during the reading process. The passage reads as 
follows in Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam’s Futūḥ Miṣr (pp. 39–40):
 ﻞﺌﺳ ﻪﻨﻋ ﷲﺍ ﻲﺿﺭ ﺎّﻴﻠﻋ ﻥﺃ ﻞﻴﻔﻄﻟﺍ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻦﻋ ﻦﻴﺴﺣ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻦﺑﺍ ﻦﻋ ﺔﻨﻴﻴﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻥﺎﻴﻔﺳ ﺎﻨﺛّﺪﺣ ﺔﻤﻴﺛﻭ ﺎﻨﺛّﺪﺣ ﺎﻤﻛ ﻦﻴﻧﺮﻘﻟﺍ ﺍﺫ ﻲّﻤﺳ ﺎﻤّﻧﺇﻭ ﻝﺎﻗ
. . . .ﺎﻴﺒﻧ ﻻﻭ ﺎﻜﻠﻣ ﻦﻜﻳ ﻢﻟ ﻝﺎﻘﻓ ﻦﻴﻧﺮﻘﻟﺍ ﻱﺫ ﻦﻋ
In the notebook, al-Maqrīzī once again wrote as he was reading, but with the 
intention to summarize. He thus read the beginning of the sentence, took note of 
it as he was interested in it, and did not change anything in the wording, except 
that he made a grammatical mistake (dhū instead of dhā):
. . . .ﻦﻴﻧﺮﻘﻟﺍ ﻭﺫ ﻲّﻤﺳ ﺎﻤّﻧﺇﻭ ﻝﺎﻗ
MS 2232, fol. 53a (Courtesy Université de Liège)
Once he had written down this passage, he proceeded further in the reading 
of the text and discovered that Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam quoted a khabar in support 
of this appellation, which introduced a redundancy with the previous words 
already quoted. Clearly, al-Maqrīzī did not consider the chain of transmitters in 
this summary, but he could not pass over the material provided by the khabar. 
He thus  decided to strike out some of the words already written (qāla wa-innamā 
summiya) and added, in the margin, part of the following text found in Futūḥ Miṣr, 
slightly modifying the phraseology (wa-suʾila ʿAlī ʿan) and indicating in the text 
the exact point where this marginal addition should find its place. This caused 
him to erase the wāw of dhū and to replace it by a yāʾ. Consequently, the final 
result must be read thus:
. . . .ﺎﻴﺒﻧ ﻻﻭ ﺎﻜﻠﻣ ﻦﻜﻳ ﻢﻟ ﻝﺎﻘﻓ ﻦﻴﻧﺮﻘﻟﺍ ﻱﺫ ﻦﻋ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻞﺌﺳﻭ
In order to establish that this process of epitomizing during the reading operation 
is typical of al-Maqrīzī’s working technique, it is necessary to demonstrate that 
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similar features appear in the other summaries. It is obviously impossible to deal 
with all the abstracts present in the notebook and for which the original source 
has been preserved, but the three following examples regarding two of these 
abstracts should provide convincing proof.
As already noted, the notebook opens with an epitome of Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s 
ʿUyūn al-Anbāʾ fī Ṭabaqāt al-Aṭibbāʾ (item I). On folio 16a, al-Maqrīzī started 
summarizing a new biography: Socrates. He wrote the name in red ink to catch 
the eye, and began to read the source and to condense it. There is, however, a 
marginal note just above the name, which was added later. It consists of the name 
of the philosopher’s father (ibn Sufrūnusiqs [sic]).
MS 2232, fol. 16a (Courtesy Université de Liège)
MAMLŪK STUDIES REVIEW VOL. 12, NO. 1, 2008  63
To understand why it appears there, it is necessary to turn back to the source 32 
and to compare it to al-Maqrīzī’s rendering:
ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
.ﺲْﻘДﺴُﻧﻭﺮﻔﺳ ﻦﺑ ﻁﺍَﺮﻘُﺳ
ﺬﻴﻣﻼﺗ ﻦﻣ ﻥﺎﻛ           
 ﺎﻴﻧﺪﻟﺍ ﺫﻼﻣ ﻦﻋ ﺽﺮﻋﺃﻭ ﺔﻴﻫﻻﻹﺍ ﻡﻮﻠﻌﻟﺍ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺔﻔﺴﻠﻔﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺮﺼﺘﻗﺍﻭ ﺱﺭﻮﻏﺎﺜﻴﻓ
 ﻢﻫءﺎﺳﺅﺭ  ﻞﺑﺎﻗﻭ  ﻡﺎﻨﺻﻷﺍ  ﻢﻬﺗﺩﺎﺒﻋ  ﻲﻓ  ﻦﻴﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﻴﻟﺍ  ﺔﻔﻟﺎﺨﻤﺑ  ﻦﻠﻋﺃﻭ  ﺎﻬﻀﻓﺭﻭ
 ﻪﻨﺠﺴﻓ  ﻪﻠﺘﻗ  ﻰـﻟﺇ  ﻢﻬﻜﻠﻣ  ﺍﻭﺮـﻄـﺿﺍﻭ  ﻪﻴﻠﻋ  ﺔﻣﺎﻌﻟﺍ  ﺍﻭﺭﻮﺜﻓ  ﺝﺎﺠﺤﻟﺎﺑ
 ﻊﻣ ﺕﺍﺮـﻇﺎـﻨـﻣ ﻪــﻟﻭ ﻢـﻫﺮـﺷ ﻦــﻣ ﺎـﻳﺩﺎـﻔـﺗ ﻢـﺴـﻟﺍ ﻩﺎـﻘـﺳ ﻢــ ﺛ  
 ﺐﻫﺍﺬﻣﻭ  ﻢـــﻜـــﺣﻭ  ﺏﺍﺩﺁﻭ  ﺔــﻔــﻳﺮــﺷ  ﺎــــﻳﺎــــﺻﻭﻭ  ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ
 ﺩﺎﻌﻤﻟﺍ ﻥﺄﺷ ﻲﻓ ﻪﻟﻭ      ﺕﺎﻔﺼﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ
ﺔﻔﻴﻌﺿ ءﺍﺭﺁ
ﻰﻨﻌﻣﻭ
ﻩﺄﺸﻨﻣﻭ ﻩﺪﻟﻮﻣﻭ    ﻝﺪﻌﻟﺎﺑ ﻢﺼﺘﻌﻤﻟﺍ ﺔﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﻴﻟﺎﺑ ﺲﻴﻃﺍﺮﻘﺳ
. . . .ﺔﻨﻴﺛﺄﺑ ﻪﺘﺒﻨﻣﻭ
ﺔﻌﺒﻴﺻﺃ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻦﺑﺍ
 .ﻁﺍﺮﻘﺳ
 ﺬﻴﻣﻼﺗ  ﻦﻣ  ﻥﺎﻛ  ﻁﺍﺮﻘﺳ  ﻥﺇ  ﻢﻣﻷﺍ  ﺕﺎﻘﺒﻃ  ﺏﺎﺘﻛ  ﻲﻓ  ﺪﻋﺎﺻ  ﻲﺿﺎﻘﻟﺍ  ﻝﺎﻗ
 ﺎﻴﻧﺪﻟﺍ ﺫﻼﻣ ﻦﻋ ﺽﺮﻋﺃﻭ ﺔﻴﻬﻟﻹﺍ ﻡﻮﻠﻌﻟﺍ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺔﻔﺴﻠﻔﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺮﺼﺘﻗﺇ .ﺱﺭﻮﻏﺎﺜﻴﻓ
 ﻢﻫءﺎﺳﺅﺭ  ﻞﺑﺎﻗﻭ  ﻡﺎﻨﺻﻷﺍ  ﻢﻬﺗﺩﺎﺒﻋ  ﻲﻓ  ﻦﻴﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﻴﻟﺍ  ﺔﻔﻟﺎﺨﻤﺑ  ﻦﻠﻋﺃﻭ  ﺎﻬﻀﻓﺭﻭ
 ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ ﻪﻋﺩﻭﺄﻓ ﻪﻠﺘﻗ ﻰﻟﺇ ﻢﻬﻜﻠﻣ ﺍﻭﺮﻄﺿﺍﻭ ﻪﻴﻠﻋ ﺔﻣﺎﻌﻟﺍ ﺍﻭﺭﻮﺜﻓ ﺔﻟﺩﻷﺍﻭ ﺝﺎﺠﺤﻟﺎﺑ
 ﻊﻣ ﻪﻟ ﺕﺮﺟ ﺕﺍﺮﻇﺎﻨﻣ ﻊﻣ ﻢﻫﺮﺷ ﻦﻣ ﺎﻳﺩﺎﻔﺗ ﻢﺴﻟﺍ ﻩﺎﻘﺳ ﻢﺛ ﻢﻬﻴﻟﺇ ﺍﺪﻤﺤﺗ ﺲﺒﺤﻟﺍ
 ﺐﻫﺍﺬﻣﻭ  ﺓﺭﻮﻬﺸﻣ  ﻢﻜﺣﻭ  ﺔﻠﺿﺎﻓ  ﺏﺍﺩﺁﻭ  ﺔﻔﻳﺮﺷ  ﺎﻳﺎﺻﻭ  ﻪﻟﻭ  ﺔﻇﻮﻔﺤﻣ  ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ
 ﺩﺎﻌﻤﻟﺍ ﻥﺄﺷ ﻲﻓ ﻪﻟ ﻥﺃ ﻻﺇ ﺲﻴﻠﻗﺪﻨﺑﻭ ﺱﺭﻮﻏﺎﺜﻴﻓ ﺐﻫﺍﺬﻣ ﻦﻣ ﺔﺒﻳﺮﻗ ﺕﺎﻔﺼﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ
.ﺔﻘﻘﺤﻤﻟﺍ ﺐﻫﺍﺬﻤﻟﺍ ﻦﻋ ﺔﺟﺭﺎﺧ ﺔﻔﺴﻠﻔﻟﺍ ﺾﺤﻣ ﻦﻋ ﺓﺪﻴﻌﺑ ﺔﻔﻴﻌﺿ ءﺍﺭﺁ
 ﻰﻨﻌﻣ ﻢﻠﻜﻟﺍ ﻦﺳﺎﺤﻣﻭ ﻢﻜﺤﻟﺍ ﺭﺎﺘﺨﻣ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﻲﻓ ﻚﺗﺎﻓ ﻦﺑ ﺮﺸﺒﻤﻟﺍ ﺮﻴﻣﻷﺍ ﻝﺎﻗﻭ
 ﻩﺄﺸﻨﻣﻭ ﻩﺪﻟﻮﻣﻭ ﺲﻘﺴﻧﻭﺮﻔﺳ ﻦﺑﺍ ﻮﻫﻭ ﻝﺪﻌﻟﺎﺑ ﻢﺼﺘﻌﻤﻟﺍ ﺔﻴﻧﺎﻧﻮﻴﻟﺎﺑ ﺲﻴﻃﺍﺮﻘﺳ
. . . .ﺔﻨﻴﺛﺄﺑ ﻪﺘﺒﻨﻣﻭ
The collation of both texts reveals that Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah is primarily interested 
in quoting his sources faithfully, apparently without reworking the wording or 
the plan. This explains why the biographical data regarding Socrates, such as 
his father’s name and his birthplace, appear in the second quotation. Reading 
the source, al-Maqrīzī discovered his father’s name several lines later, but his 
aim differs from Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s: though summing up raw material, he is 
nevertheless trying to organize the material at this early stage and this is the 
reason why he placed the father’s name in the margin, above Socrates’ name, 
rather than leaving it in its original place in the source. This comparison, as 
shown, also allows several observations regarding other features of al-Maqrīzī’s 
working method while composing a summary. It first shows that he completely 
disregarded the sources quoted by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, thereby attributing those 
words to him. Then, it illustrates his desire to be brief, as he left out superfluous 
words whose omission does not modify the meaning (adjectives as in line 6: ādāb 
fāḍilah wa-ḥikam mashhūrah → ādāb wa-ḥikam) or changed the wording to be 
more concise (as in lines 3–4: fa-awdaʿahu al-malik al-ḥabs taḥammudan ilayhim → 
fa-sajanahu).
32 Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn al-Anbāʾ fī Ṭabaqāt al-Aṭibbāʾ, ed. August (Imruʾ al-Qays ibn al-Ṭaḥḥān) 
Müller (Cairo/Königsberg, 1299/1882–84), 43.
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A little bit further in the biography (fol. 17a/p. 45), another example 
corroborating the idea that the summarizing process takes place during the 
reading is provided.
MS 2232, fol. 17a (Courtesy Université de Liège)
.ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
ﺮﺸﻋ  ﺪــﺣﻷﺍ  ﺲُﻨﻴﺛﺃ  ﺓﺎﻀﻗ  ﻢـﻫﻭ  ﺔــﻨــﻛﺍﺭﻷﺍﻭ  ﺔﻨﻬﻜﻟﺍ  ءﺎــ ﺳﺅﺭ  ﻰﺘﻓﺄﻓ
ﻪﻠﺘﻘﺑ  
ﻪﻨﻜﻤﻳ ﻢﻟﻭ ﻚﻟﺫ ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ ءﺎﺴﻓ  
. . . .ﻢﻬﺘﻔﻟﺎﺨﻣ
.ﺔﻌﺒﻴﺻﺃ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻦﺑﺍ
ﻪﻳﺃﺭ ﻥﺃﻭ ﻪﺗﻮﻋﺩ ﻦﻣ ﻪﻣﺍﺭ ﺎﻣ ﺔﻨﻛﺍﺭﻷﺍﻭ ﺔﻨﻬﻜﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻪﺘﻗﻭ ﻲﻓ ءﺎﺳﺅﺮﻟﺍ ﻢﻠﻋ ﺎﻤﻠﻓ
ﻥﺎﻛﻭ  ﻞﺘﻘﻟﺍ  ﺏﻮﺟﻮﺑ  ﻪﻴﻠﻋ  ﺍﻭﺪﻬﺷ  ﺎﻬﺗﺩﺎﺒﻋ  ﻦﻋ  ﺱﺎﻨﻟﺍ  ﺩﺭﻭ  ﻡﺎﻨﺻﻷﺍ  ﻲﻔﻧ
ﻪﻟ ﻝﺎﻘﻳ ﻱﺬﻟﺍ ﻢﺴﻟﺍ ﻲﻘﺳﻭ ﺮﺸﻋ ﺪﺣﻷﺍ ﺲﻨﻴﺛﺃ ﺓﺎﻀﻗ ﻞﺘﻘﻟﺍ ﻪﻴﻠﻋ ﻥﻮﺒﺟﻮﻤﻟﺍ
ﻪﻨﻜﻤﻳ  ﻢﻟﻭ  ﻚﻟﺫ  ﻩءﺎﺳ  ﻞﺘﻘﻟﺍ  ﻪﻴﻠﻋ  ﺓﺎﻀﻘﻟﺍ  ﺐﺟﻭﺃ  ﺎﻤﻟ  ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ  ﻥﻷ  ﻥﻮﻴﻧﻮﻗ
. . . .ﻢﻬﺘﻔﻟﺎﺨﻣ
In this case, it is clearly established that al-Maqrīzī read a bigger part, i. e., 
the first two lines, before he started summarizing. He shows here his ability to 
extract the meaning of the whole sentence concisely, stated here in a nutshell 
(five words). Then, he discovered that those who were responsible for Socrates’ 
death were the eleven judges of Athens. In his modified text, this part came at a 
better place to describe who those high priests and archons were, and so he added 
this information in the margin, opposite their mention. If he had read the whole 
passage on this affair, he would have had time to organize it then and would not 
have added the additional information in the margin. This passage demonstrates, 
if necessary, that the epitomizing process happened during the reading of a few 
words or of a whole phrase, but not more.
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The last example considers a very short excerpt (item XXIII) appended to the 
previous abstract (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿ Uyūn al-Anbāʾ), which ends on fol. 31b. The 
space left blank (roughly one third of the leaf) was filled in with an excerpt of 
seven lines. There is no doubt that it ends there because al-Maqrīzī did not write 
a catchword, as he did for the previous abstract. On the other hand, fol. 31 lies 
in the third quire which is completed with fol. 35. All these folios, which were 
also blank, have been filled with various notes taken from different sources (items 
XXIV–XXX). This excerpt, as already indicated, 33 is remarkable by its very nature, 
as it was taken from a book of Ismaʿili literature: Kitāb Rāḥat al-ʿAql of Ḥamīd 
al-Dīn al-Kirmānī. Its mere presence in the notebook might reveal whether or not 
al-Maqrīzī truly had access to Ismaʿili sources, as he claimed. Several elements 
found in the excerpt reveal that, at least for this work, this statement was true.
A close look at the arrangement of the text in the notebook suggests that the 
content of the book has been partly added in the right margin.
MS 2232, fol. 31b (Courtesy Université de Liège)
33 See Frédéric Bauden, “Maqriziana I: Discovery of an Autograph Manuscript of al-Maqrīzī: 
Towards a Better Understanding of His Working Method: Description: Section 2,” Mamlūk Studies 
Review 10, no. 2 (2006): 82–83.
66  FRÉDÉRIC BAUDEN, MAQRIZIANA II
In order to understand why this data is found there, it is necessary to turn to the 
original source and see how the material is organized there. 34
.ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
.ﻞﻘﻌﻟﺍ ﺔﺣﺍﺭ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﻦﻣ ﺭﺎﺘﺨﻣ (١
 ﺎﻫﻻﺍﻭ ﺎﻣﻭ ﻕﺍﺮﻌﻟﺍ ﺓﺮﻳﺰﺠﺑ ﻲﻋﺍﺪﻟﺍ ﷲﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻦﻳﺪﻟﺍ ﺪﻴﻤﺣ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ (٢
ﻯﺪﺣﺇ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻲﻓ 36ﻪﻔﻟﺃ .ﻦﻴﻨﻣﺆﻤﻟﺍ ﺮﻴﻣﺃ ﷲﺍ ﺮﻣﺄﺑ ﻢﻛﺎﺤﻟﺍ ﻡﺎﻣﻹﺍ ﺔﻬﺟ ﻦﻣ
.ﻕﺍﺮﻌﻟﺎﺑ ﺔﺋﺎﻤﻌﺑﺭﺃﻭ ﺓﺮﺸﻋ
.ﺪﻴﺣﻮﺘﻟﺍ  ﻢــﻠــﻋ  ﻥﺎـــ ﻴـــ ﺑ  ﺏﺎـــ ﺘـــﻜـــ ﻟﺍ  ﺍﺬــــﻫ  ﻉﻮــــﺿﻮــــ ﻣﻭ  (٣
.ﺮﺴﻌﺗ ﻪﻠﻴﺒﺳ ﺮﻴﻏ ﻦﻣ ﺐﻠﻃ ﺍﺫﺇﻭ ﺮﺴﻴﺗ ﻪﻘﻳﺮﻃ ﻦﻣ ﺬﺧﺃ ﺍﺫﺇ ءﻲﺸﻟﺍ (٤
ﻦﻴﺒﻳ ﺓﻮﻗ ﻪﺗﺎﺒﺛﺈﺑ ﺲﻔﻨﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻪﻟ ﻥﺈﻓ 38ﻦﻨﺴﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻭﺃ 37ﻲﻋﺮﺷ ﺮﺿ ﻞﻛ (٥
ﺲﻔﻨﻟﺍ ﻥﺈﻓ ﺎﻬﻴﻠﻋ ﻩﺮﺷ ﺮﻬﻈﻳ ﺓﺮﻀﻣ ﻪﻛﺮﺘﺑﻭ ﺎﻬﻴﻓ ﺎﻫﺮﺛﺃ
ﻊﻓﺪﻳ  ﻻﻭ  ﺔﻌﻴﺒﻄﻟﺍ  ﻢﻟﺎﻋ  ﻲﻓ  ﺖـﻣﺍﺩ  ﺎﻣ  ﻞﺋﺍﺫﺮﻟﺍ  ﺭﻮﻬﻇ  ﺎﻬﻴﻟﺇ  ﻖﺒﺴﻳ
.ﺎﻬﻣﺎﻜﺣﺃﻭ ﺔﻌﻳﺮﺸﻟﺍ ﻻﺇ ﻞﺋﺍﺫﺮﻟﺍ ﻚﻠﺗ ﺎﻬﻨﻋ
.ﻲﻧﺎﻣﺮﻜﻟﺍ
.(١٠٦\٢٠ .ﺹ) ﻞﻘﻌﻟﺍ ﺔﺣﺍﺭ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﺍﺬﻫ ﺎﻨﺑﺎﺘﻛ ﻥﺇ ﻝﻮﻘﻨﻓ (١
 35 ﺎﻬﻴﻟﻭ ﺎﻣﻭ ﻕﺍﺮﻌﻟﺍ ﺓﺮﻳﺰﺠﺑ ﻲﻋﺍﺪﻟﺍ ﷲﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻦﻳﺪﻟﺍ ﺪﻴﻤﺣ ﻪﻔﻟﺆﻣﻭ (٢
 ﻯﺪﺣﺇ  ﺔﻨﺳ  ﻲﻓ  ﻪﻔﻟﺃ  .  .  .  ﻦﻴﻨﻣﺆﻤﻟﺍ  ﺮﻴﻣﺃ  ﷲﺍ  ﺮﻣﺄﺑ  ﻢﻛﺎﺤﻟﺍ  ﻡﺎﻣﻹﺍ  ﺔﻬﺟ  ﻦﻣ
.(١٠٦\٢٠ .ﺹ) ﻕﺍﺮﻌﻟﺍ ﺭﺎﻳﺩ ﻲﻓ ﺔﺋﺎﻤﻌﺑﺭﺃﻭ ﺓﺮﺸﻋ
 .ﺹ) ﺪﻴﺣﻮﺘﻟﺍ ﻢﻠﻋ ﻥﺎﻴﺑ ﺏﺎﺘﻜﻟﺍ ﺍﺬﻫ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﻲﻓ ﺩﻮﺼﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﺽﺮﻐﻟﺍ ﻥﺎﻛ ﺎﻤﻟ (٣
.(١١١\٢٤
 ﺮﺴﻌﺗ ﻪﻘﻳﺮﻃ ﺮﻴﻏ ﻦﻣ ﺐﻠﻃ ﺍﺫﺇﻭ ﺮﺴﻴﺗ ﻪﻘﻳﺮﻃ ﻦﻣ ﺬﺧﺃ ﺍﺫﺇ ءﻲﺸﻟﺍ ﺫﺇ (٤
.(١٠٠\١٦ .ﺹ)
ﻦﻴﺒﺘﻳ ﺓﻮﻗ ﺎﻬﺋﺎﻴﺣﺈﺑ ﺲﻔﻨﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺎﻬﻟ ﻦﻨﺴﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺔﻨﺳﻭ ﺭﻮﻣﻷﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺮﻣﺃ ﻞﻛ ﺫﺇ (٥
ﻢﻟﺎﻋ ﻲﻓ ﺎﻬﻧﻮﻜﺑ ﺲﻔﻨﻟﺍ ﻥﺄﺑ ﻚﻟﺫ ﺎﻬﻴﻠﻋ ﺎﻫﺮﺷ ﺮﻬﻈﻳ ﺓﺮﻀﻣ ﺎﻬﻛﺮﺘﺑﻭ ﺎﻬﻴﻓ ﺎﻫﺮﺛﺃ 
ﻊﻓﺪﻳ ﺲﻴﻟﻭ ﻂﻔﻨﻟﺍ ﻰﻟﺇ ﺭﺎﻨﻟﺍ ﻖﺒﺳ ﻦﻣ ﺎﻬﻴﻟﺇ ﻖﺒﺳﺃ ﺎﻬﻴﻓ ﻞﺋﺍﺫﺮﻟﺍ ﺭﻮﻬﻇ ﺔﻌﻴﺒﻄﻟﺍ
.(٢–١٠١\١٧ .ﺹ) ﺎﻬﻣﺎﻜﺣﺃﻭ ﺔﻌﻳﺮﺸﻟﺍ ﻻﺇ ﻞﺋﺍﺫﺮﻟﺍ ﻚﻠﺗ ﺎﻬﻨﻋ
  35 36 37 38
The comparison of both texts broadly hints that al-Maqrīzī is summarizing the 
original text, and not a secondary source. During the reading process, it is necessary 
to condense the ideas and al-Maqrīzī did not hesitate to state the material in 
his own words, particularly for passage no. 5. However, the arrangement of 
the material in al-Kirmānī’s text is rather different from what one finds in the 
notebook. There, the various passages appear in the following order: 4, 5, 1, 2, 3, 
keeping in mind that 3 is located in the margin in the notebook. The Rāḥat al-ʿAql 
is quite peculiar in that it begins with a fairly long introduction and the reader 
must wait for several pages before reaching the point where the author gives his 
name and the title of his work. 39 A reader looking for this information must first go 
through those preliminary chapters. We notice that al-Maqrīzī did not take notes 
from these before reaching the title of the work and the name of  its author, and, 
possibly, the date of composition. Once he had copied these, he did not proceed 
further in the book, but rather went back to the introductory chapters where he 
selected a phrase and a short passage. Only then did he complete the reading of 
34 Reference is made here to the following editions: Muḥammad Kāmil Ḥusayn and Muḥammad 
Muṣṭafá Ḥilmī (Cairo, 1953); Muṣṭafá Ghālib (Beirut, 1967).
35 In one manuscript: ﺎﻫﻻﺍﻭ.
36 In the manuscript: ﻪﻔﻠﻟﺍ. See, on this mistake frequently displayed in the notebook, “Maqriziana 
VIII.”
37 ﻲﻋﺮﺷ : marginal addition.
38 ﻦﻨﺴﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ : interlinear addition.
39 It appears in the second mashraʿ.
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the following chapters, particularly the fourth mashraʿ where the author explains 
the aim of the book. 40 In al-Maqrīzī’s eyes, this was better placed between the 
historical and the philosophical material already selected by him and left at the 
end of passage no. 2 and the margin, where he could just write the first word (wa-
mawḍūʿ). This analysis definitely proves that al-Maqrīzī had access to a copy of 
this work, because he would never have been able to arrange the material in this 
way if he could not thumb through the book. It also resolves the question of his 
access to the works of Ismaʿili literature!
The preceding examples, selected from dozens, undoubtedly establish how 
the summarizing process took place and, bearing in mind the definition of 
“notebook” provided earlier, establishes that this particular manuscript is indeed 
a notebook.
ITS CONSTITUTION OVER TIME
Given its nature, the notebook in its present state is the result of an activity which 
spanned a long period of time, as confirmed by the evolution of the script, the great 
number of extracts of all kinds, and the numerous notes scattered throughout the 
manuscript. In this sense, the history of its constitution may be disclosed thanks 
to these internal elements as well as external ones. It thus helps us understand 
another aspect of al-Maqrīzī’s working method, i.e., how he collected the abstracts 
and the notes.
While it is documented that authors of classical antiquity utilized, for the 
taking of notes and copying of their drafts, scrolls of papyrus (volumen or rotulus) 
rather than sheets of the same material assembled in scrolls later on, 41 the use 
of paper lent itself to another organization of the writing material: instead of the 
scroll, which is also attested in the Muslim world, but in a somewhat confined 
use, 42 paper allowed the creation of a quire made of several sheets folded in two. 
The multiple quires could then be sewn together and bound in order to protect 
the whole (codex). 43 The codex was a model of book already widespread in the 
40 “Al-mashraʿ al-rābiʿ fī al-gharaḍ al-maqṣūd fī tartīb aswār hādhā al-kitāb bi-mā nusawwiruhu 
min mashāriʿihi ʿalá mā ruttibat ʿalayhi.”
41 Evidence of this is provided by traces of script over the pasted strips of the sheets of papyrus put 
together to form a scroll. If the sheets had been independently copied and then pasted together, 
the strips resulting from this operation would be blank. See Dorandi, Le Stylet, 13–14. It seems, 
however, that quires of papyrus could be made for the copying of notes. See note 43.
42 Scrolls made of sheets of paper glued together were used by the Muslim chanceries until the 
Ottoman period.
43 Codices made of papyrus are also attested, but are quite late and rare. See for instance a blank 
papyrus codex later used for various notes (ca. 400 C.E., Chester Beatty Library, Pap. Ac. 1499) in 
Jonathan M. Bloom, Paper Before Print: The History and Impact of Paper in the Islamic World (New 
Haven and London, 2001), 26. Papyrus was particularly unsuitable for this kind of book.
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Middle East and the Mediterranean area in the first centuries of the common 
era and it ultimately outweighed all the others in these areas. 44 Quires, first of 
papyrus and parchment, then of paper, rather than loose leaves, were thus used 
for the taking of notes by Muslim scholars. Al-Maqrīzī’s notebook shows this 
observation to be a certainty. 45 Physical analysis indicates that the notebook is 
composed of 21 quires, most of which (14) consist of five sheets. Some summaries 
are spread over several quires. This means that al-Maqrīzī had at his disposal a 
stock of such quires (most probably of five sheets each). When he saw that he 
would lack space to complete a summary, he had two options: either he inserted 
an intermediary sheet, thus modifying the structure of the quire (for instance, 
quire XIII has six sheets), or he continued on with a smaller one (two or three 
sheets, as in quire XVI, for example). In some cases, it happened that he finished a 
summary earlier in the quire, thus leaving several blank leaves. These leaves were 
later used for notes selected from different sources, which explains why they are 
sometimes scattered over several quires. However, when these notes fell at the 
intersection of two quires, they definitely linked these quires to one another. It 
thus establishes that those quires were in that order in al-Maqrīzī’s lifetime. But 
we can further refine our understanding of this aspect of his working method by 
proceeding to another level of analysis. As already stated, 46 two different kinds 
of paper are found in the notebook: al-Maqrīzī utilized blank paper together with 
recycled paper, a feature which is not characteristic of this manuscript only, but of 
a large part of his autograph manuscripts. The recycled paper consists of chancery 
documents which were in the shape of scrolls (rotulus) and were cut into pieces, 
most probably by paper merchants. 47 It is reasonable to believe that, when such 
documents were cut, the sheets obtained through this process and pertaining to the 
same document were gathered to form quires. In this way, we should find sheets 
belonging to the same document in a quire of the notebook made of this kind of 
paper. If we look carefully at the distribution of documents I and II, among the five 
identified in the notebook and reconstructed afterwards, we notice that the first 
44 Déroche, Le Livre manuscrit, 16.
45 The following remarks are summed up on the basis of the following publication: Frédéric 
Bauden, “Maqriziana IV: Le Carnet de notes d’al-Maqrīzī: l’apport de la codicologie à une 
meilleure compréhension de sa constitution,” in Scripts, Page Settings and Bindings of Middle-Eastern 
Manuscripts: Papers of the Third International Conference on Codicology and Paleography of Middle-
Eastern Manuscripts (Bologna, 4–6 October, 2000), Part 2, ed. François Déroche and Francis Richard, 
Manuscripta orientalia 9 (2003): 24–36.
46 Frédéric Bauden, “Maqriziana I: Discovery of an Autograph Manuscript of al-Maqrīzī: Towards a 
Better Understanding of His Working Method: Description: Section 1,” MSR 7, no. 2 (2003): 28.
47 See Frédéric Bauden, “The Recovery of Mamlūk Chancery Documents in an Unsuspected Place,” 
in The Mamluks in Egyptian and Syrian Politics and Society, ed. Michael Winter and Amalia Levanoni 
(Leiden, 2004), 59–76.
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one is represented by quires IX and XII and that the second one constitutes quires 
I to III and XI. This corroborates the hypothesis that those recycled documents 
were cut up consecutively, and that the quires were also produced according to 
the same sequence. 48 It also raised the question whether or not the summaries 
scribbled on quires made of sheets belonging to the same document, such as 
quires I to III and XI (= document II), were written at approximately the same 
time. The answer can only be affirmative, because if al-Maqrīzī had recourse 
to recycled paper, it was for financial reasons: blank paper, at that particular 
period, 49 must have been too expensive for writings not meant to survive after 
his death, like abstracts, notes, and drafts. In this sense, he probably bought a 
stock of quires of this recycled paper and used it over several years for various 
applications, although mainly for the drafts and the notebooks. 50 The stock must 
have been quite impressive: among the 22 autograph manuscripts, 51 13 contain 
509 sheets of this recycled paper, more than 10% of the total number of sheets, 
but most of it was used during a short period, given that 83% is found in only 3 
volumes. 52 Quire XIII provides evidence that corroborates the idea that al-Maqrīzī 
had at his disposal several quires of this recycled paper. That quire consists of six 
sheets of recycled paper, contrary to the five sheets usually found in the notebook 
and al-Maqrīzī’s other autograph manuscripts. An analysis of the paper shows 
that five sheets belong to the same document (no. III in our reconstruction), while 
the extra sheet comes from document II! There is only one possible explanation:
al-Maqrīzī realized that he would run short of paper to complete his epitome, but 
that he did not need a full quire, just a sheet. He thus added one sheet to quire 
XIII, but this additional sheet was taken from a quire composed of the recycled 
48 It is even possible to affirm that the production of the quires only took place once a complete 
document had been cut. There is no other way to explain the disorder of the text of the documents 
inside the quires. For instance, document I in quire XII is in the correct order if the sheets are 
arranged this way : fols. 113, 114, 112, 111, 115.
49 At the present stage of the research, it is impossible to determine exactly when the purchase took 
place, except that it was prior to 811/1408 (see note 52). It is established that archival material 
from the chancery was sold in 791–92/1389–90, but it is difficult to ascertain if the recycled 
paper found in al-Maqrīzī’s autographs corresponds to this archival material. See ibid., 74. It is 
important to note that he was not the only one in his milieu to exploit this kind of paper. See, for 
more details, “Maqriziana IX”; “Maqriziana VIII.” 
50 This is confirmed by the actual distribution of this recycled paper in his autograph manuscripts. 
See the following note and Appendix II (last column, the number in parentheses).
51 No. 18 is excluded from this figure since it is a copy of an autograph manuscript.
52 The great majority is found in the notebook now in Liège and in the two preserved volumes of 
the draft of the Khiṭaṭ (comprehensively 420 sheets). With regard to the two volumes of the Khiṭaṭ, 
it is now established that they were written between 811/1408 and 816/1413. See “Maqriziana 
IX.”
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paper pertaining to document II. Moreover, if we look more closely at abstract 
V, which covers quires XI–XIII and IX, we notice that those quires are made of 
sheets belonging to documents I (quires XII and IX), II (quire XI and one sheet 
in quire XIII), and III (quire XIII). This distribution of the same extract, written 
during a short period of time, confirms that the quires of recycled paper were in 
disorder, if we consider the original documents. Al-Maqrīzī selected his recycled 
sheets regardless of their original order. But this also perfectly demonstrates that 
the summaries written on that kind of paper are contemporaneous, given that 
resumé no. I (quires I–III) is composed of the recycled paper of document II. 
However, there is a caveat. As shown by the actual organization of the notebook, 
which must be ascribed to al-Maqrīzī, as asserted earlier, 53 the quires made of 
recycled paper were ordered, at al-Maqrīzī’s death, as follows: I–III, X–XIII, IX, 
XXI, while the quires in between consist only of originally blank paper, and, thus, 
were written later. What could then explain how the quires, and consequently the 
summaries they contain, became separated in the notebook by these intervening 
quires, and consequently their summaries copied at a later date? The answer is 
provided by indirect testimony found in the autograph manuscripts of Al-Muqaffá. 
In 844/1440, one of al-Maqrīzī’s students managed not only to consult, but also to 
take notes from, with the author’s approval, what seems to have been the complete 
text of Al-Muqaffá at that time. 54 To describe the manuscript, this student referred 
to the technical term ream (rizmah), indicating that this unfinished work, unlikely 
53 See p. 18. The only quire that was misplaced after al-Maqrīzī’s death is quire IX, which should 
be replaced after quire XIII. See “Maqriziana I/1,” 39 (n. 45).
54 “Al-Muqaffá,” Leiden MS Or. 14533, fol. 170b (see Jan J. Witkam, “Les Autographes d’al-Maqrīzī,” in 
Le Manuscrit arabe et la codicologie, ed. Ahmed-Chouqui Binebine [Rabat, 1994], 88–98, 93–94): 
 ﻰﻟﺎﻌﺗ ﷲﺍ ﺮﻔﻏ ﻲﻌﻓﺎﺸﻟﺍ ﻲﻘﺸﻣﺪﻟﺍ ﻱﺮﻀﻴﺨﻟﺍ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﺪﺒﻌﻟﺍ ﻪﺗﺎﻴﺣ ﻝﻮﻄﺑ ﺎﻬﻔﻨﺼﻤﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﺎﻨﻫ ﻰﻟﺇ ﺎﻬﻟﻭﺃ ﻦﻣ ﺔﻣﺯﺮﻟﺍ ﻩﺬﻫ ﻊﻟﺎﻃ ﷲ ﺪﻤﺤﻟﺍ
.ﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟﺎﺑ ٨٤٤ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻥﺎﺒﻌﺷ ﻲﻓ ﺩﺎﻔﺘﺳﺍﻭ ﺎﻬﻨﻣ ﻞﻘﻧﻭ [as in ibid., 94 ﻢﺋﺍﺪﻟﺍ ﻰﻟﺎﻌﺗ ﷲﺍ ﻰﻔﻋ not] ﻦﻴﻣﺁ ﻪﻟ
“Al-Muqaffá,” fol. 457a (not mentioned by Witkam, “Les Autographes”):
.ﻰﻟﺎﻌﺗ ﷲﺍ . . . ﻱﺮﻀﻴﺨﻟﺍ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﺩﺎﻔﺘﺳﺍﻭ . . .
“Al-Muqaffá,” Paris, Bibliothèque nationale MS Ar. 2144, fol. 41b (partly erased; not mentioned 
by Witkam, “Les Autographes”):
 ﻪﺗﺎﻴﺣ ﻝﻮﻄﺑ ﻪﻔﻨﺼﻤﻟ ﺎﻋﺩﻭ ﺔﻣﺯﺮﻟﺍ ﻩﺬﻫ ﺔﻌﻟﺎﻄﻣ ﻲﻌﻓﺎﺸﻟﺍ ﻱﺮﻀﻴﺨﻟﺍ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﺪﺒﻌﻟﺍ ﻰﻬﺘﻧﺍ .ﻰﻔﻄﺻﺍ ﻦﻳﺬﻟﺍﻭ ﻩﺩﺎﺒﻋ ﻰﻠﻋ ﻡﻼﺳﻭ ﷲ ﺪﻤﺤﻟﺍ
.ﻪﻤﻌﻧ ﻊﻴﻤﺟ ﻰﻠﻋ ﷲ ﺪﻤﺤﻟﺍﻭ ﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟﺎﺑ ٨٤٤ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻥﺎﺒﻌﺷ ﺦﻳﺭﺎﺘﺑ
The Damascene Ibn al-Khayḍarī arrived in Cairo in 843/1439–40, aged 22. There, he became an 
associate (lāzama) of Ibn Ḥajar, with whom he studied. He also studied with al-Maqrīzī until he 
went to the Holy City for the pilgrimage. See Najm al-Dīn ʿUmar [Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad] 
Ibn Fahd al-Hāshimī al-Makkī, Muʿjam al-Shuyūkh, ed. Muḥammad al-Zāhī and Ḥamad al-Jāsir 
(Riyadh, 1982), 389–90. Al-Maqrīzī died 13 months after the date of these study-notes, after a 
long illness. The invocation for a long life might be a reference to the state of al-Maqrīzī’s health 
at that time. 
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to be completed given al-Maqrīzī’s advanced age at that time, was in draft form 
as an unbound collection of several quires. The position of these reading notes 
additionally indicates that the actual distribution in the bound volumes differed 
from the original versions. Above all, this description helps to solve the question 
of the shifting of the quires in the notebook. If the draft of a work in progress, 
like the biographical dictionary entitled Al-Muqaffá, was unbound in order to 
allow the shifting of the biographies, there are good reasons to believe that the 
notebooks were in the same state. Consequently, the quires in the notebook were 
moved by al-Maqrīzī at a given time because each abstract formed a self-contained 
unit, the whole perhaps placed together within a cover, until he added additional 
notes and short extracts from other sources to fill in the blanks left at the end 
and within those summaries. The result was a volume which probably remained 
unbound. This explains why a quire (IX) could be misplaced later on, well after 
al-Maqrīzī’s death.
While the preceding pages have helped us to reconstruct how the present 
notebook was compiled over time, and consequently to bring to light al-Maqrīzī’s 
modus operandi during his reading and note taking, it remains to be established 
when the various parts were written. Dating the present notebook is a difficult, 
almost impossible task, given that al-Maqrīzī did not date any of the summaries or 
notes. Internal elements, however, offer valuable hints for the dating of some parts 
of the manuscript. This is the case with item XXII, which consists of a biography 
of a Mamluk who was contemporary with al-Maqrīzī. The text in the notebook 
appears to be a preliminary stage of redaction for the biographical dictionary 
of his contemporaries entitled Durar al-ʿUqūd al-Farīdah fī Tarājim al-Aʿyān al-
Mufīdah. 55 This section is the result of al-Maqrīzī’s activity as an author and not 
as a summarizer. If we consider that this person died in 812, we can reasonably 
conclude that this part of the notebook (quire XXI) was written later on. A terminus 
ante quem can also be fixed thanks to the notes which were written at the end 
of this biography to complete the blank part of the quire (fols. 191b–1b). As 
demonstrated, 56 these personal notes were undeniably written during al-Muʾayyad 
Shaykh’s reign (815–24/1412–21). Obviously, the result is a quite lengthy span 
of time, but it is possible to narrow it by considering a material element together 
with the conclusions drawn earlier. Account must be taken of the fact that quire 
XXI is composed of recycled paper. We have arrived at the conclusion that the 
summaries written on this kind of paper were jotted down in a relatively short 
period of time, but we have been unable so far to date, even approximately, these 
summaries. A close look at the use made of this recycled paper in al-Maqrīzī’s 
55 See “Maqriziana I/2,” 136.
56 See ibid., 134.
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various autograph manuscripts revealed that 83% of this particular paper is to 
be found in three volumes: the notebook and the two extant volumes of the first 
draft of the Khiṭaṭ. As it has been established that the latter was written between 
811 and 816, 57 it is reasonable to assume that the quires made of the same paper 
in the notebook must be dated before 816. This hypothesis is supported by the 
fact that the biography in quire XXI was drafted after 812 and that the remaining 
notes in that quire were written between 815 and 824. Additionally, there is the 
fact that several parts of the notebook, some of which are written on recycled 
paper, contain information that was used by al-Maqrīzī in his Khiṭaṭ, and more 
importantly, already in the first draft of this work, where they can be identified. 58
Other parts can be precisely dated thanks to external elements. It indeed seems 
that each time al-Maqrīzī borrowed a manuscript which he made use of, he felt the 
need to indicate this in a note he scribbled, most of the time on the title page, or 
less frequently elsewhere in the manuscript. 59 These reading notes, which coincide 
with category (e) in the previously mentioned list of sources for the reconstruction 
of the working method, offer us a good opportunity to understand how al-Maqrīzī 
read these manuscripts, since the date is generally appended to the notes. Such 
notes were found in no less than 25 volumes representing 7 works, 60 but only two 
of them are useful for the dating of the notebook, more precisely the relevant parts 
containing either a summary or scattered notes: Ibn Faḍl Allāh al-ʿUmarī’s Masālik 
al-Abṣār and Ibn Saʿīd’s Al-Mughrib. The first source is preserved in several sets of 
numerous volumes, although just ten volumes of the set consulted by al-Maqrīzī 
have come down to us. On the title page of each of them, 61 he added a note of 
consultation which reads: “Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī made excerpts from it in the year 831, 
invoking [God’s favors] on its lender.” Therefore, we can conclude that al-Maqrīzī 
obviously managed to consult a whole set of this work at the same time, i.e., in 
the same year, and more importantly that he could make use of it with the utmost 
ease given that he had borrowed it from its owner. This is confirmed by the 
57 See, for the details of this dating, “Maqriziana IX.”
58 See, for instance, the third quotation of item XLV (“Maqriziana I/2,” 103) in Al-Khiṭaṭ (Būlāq ed. 
[1853], 1:208 = MS Topkapı Sarayı 1405, fol. 76).
59 All these manuscripts were borrowed from private owners, and not from public libraries, like 
those of madrasahs. Al-Maqrīzī refers, in Al-Khiṭaṭ (Būlāq ed., 2:395=Ayman Fuʾād Sayyid ed. 
[London, 2002– ], 4:2:592), to such a public library in the madrasah of Maḥmūd al-Ustādhdār, 
considered as one of the best for its holdings and renowned for its collection of autographs. He 
emphasizes that the books could not be taken out of the madrasah. On the lending of books in 
Islam, see Fuʾād Sayyid, “Naṣṣān Qadīmān fī Iʿārat al-Kutub,” Majallat Maʿhad al-Makhṭūṭāt al-
ʿArabīyah/Revue de l’Institut des manuscrits arabes 4 (1958): 125–36.
60 See Appendix II.
61 With the exception of vols. I and IV. The latter contains a marginal note in al-Maqrīzī’s 
handwriting, however.
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various marginal notes he added in different places. 62 The verb used by al-Maqrīzī 
is of particular significance for our purpose. By using “intaqá,” he clearly indicated 
that he prepared a summary, probably not of the whole work, but rather selecting 
from among the multiple volumes. 63 This interpretation is corroborated by the 
evidence provided by the notebook: instead of a unique summary, more or less, 
equal to the mass of the original source, it is established that, among the 71 items 
inventoried, 3 correspond to summaries made on the basis of this source (VII, 
XVII, XIX), although al-Maqrīzī never mentioned Ibn Faḍl Allāh al-ʿUmarī’s name 
in any of these summaries. 64 Moreover, these three epitomes involve passages 
located in different volumes in the original source. The first of these covers quires 
XV–XVI, starting at the beginning of the first quire. From this, it can be inferred 
that al-Maqrīzī started the summary of the relevant section in the original source 
with a new quire and continued with another quire in order to complete it. The 
remaining part of quire XVI was left blank and filled with notes at a later date 
(items LXII–LXIII). The other two summaries are found in quires XVII–XVIII. The 
first starts on the last folio of quire XVII and ends on the verso of the first folio of 
the next quire. It therefore shows that al-Maqrīzī added quire XVIII in order to be 
able to finish this summary. However, the second summary based on Masālik al-
Abṣār does not follow immediately, but rather is separated from the preceding one 
by another summary made on the basis of a different source (Ibn al-Maʾmūn al-
Baṭāʾiḥī). From this, it may be deduced that al-Maqrīzī consulted and summarized 
a manuscript of this source during the period in which he had access to the whole 
set of Masālik al-Abṣār, i.e., in 831! It helps to date the references to this section 
of Ibn al-Maʾmūn al-Baṭāʾiḥī’s work in al-Maqrīzī’s books. This reasoning can also 
be applied to the references to the Masālik al-Abṣār, but additionally the related 
parts in the notebook can be dated accordingly. 65 Finally, the notes added by 
62 Reference is made here to the facsimile edition by Fuat Sezgin et al. (Frankfurt am Main, 1988–
89), 4:72, 110; 5:8–9, 135, 143, 149, 165, 170, 218, 235, 300; 6:129, 192, 208, 297; 14:2, 152; 
15:89, 252, 314; 17:2, 9, 34, 98; 19:234. Making marginal notes in a borrowed manuscript was 
not considered a reprehensible act, since it did not pertain to the content of the work. On this 
subject, see Rosenthal, The Technique and Approach of Muslim Scholarship, 17.
63 As was the case with other multi-volume works like al-Ṣafadī’s Al-Wāfī bi-al-Wafāyāt (resumé 
II) or Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s ʿUyūn al-Anbāʾ (resumé I), or even his Al-Muntaqá min Akhbār Miṣr of 
Ibn Muyassar (completed in 814). On the contrary, his Mukhtaṣar al-Kāmil fī al-Ḍuʿafāʾ li-Ibn ʿAdī 
(completed in 795), is considered an independent resumé. For the analysis of the verbs used by 
al-Maqrīzī to describe his summarizing activity, see the next section below.
64 For the identification, see “Maqriziana I/1,” 63 and “Maqriziana I/2,” 135. On the other hand, 
it should be noted that other resumés from this source must have been made by al-Maqrīzī, 
although they are not found in this notebook. This is evidenced by quotations from this source in 
al-Maqrīzī’s works which are not the subject of the resumés present in the notebook.
65 I.e., summaries VII, XVII–XIX.
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al-Maqrīzī at a later date to fill up the blanks left at the end of these summaries 
can also be situated temporally: they were jotted down after 831. It must be 
added that this dating has an impact on other autograph manuscripts too, like the 
notebook preserved in Alexandria, and gives a hint as to the exact period when 
part of it was written and the related section in the final version of his books, like 
Al-Khiṭaṭ. 66
Nevertheless, this kind of analysis must be applied with caution as regards 
the scattered brief notes, as illustrated by the following. Thanks to a note of 
consultation added to two volumes of Ibn Saʿīd’s Al-Mughrib fī Ḥulá al-Maghrib, 
we know that al-Maqrīzī read both volumes and made excerpts (istafāda) from 
it in 803. Considering this dating together with the notes found in the notebook 
and identified as originating in this source (items XXXIII, LVI/1–2, LVII, LXI), the 
logical conclusion would lead to dating these notes to 803, which is quite early 
in comparison with the other datings suggested for several parts of the notebook. 
If we scrutinize one of these notes, for example item LXI, we notice that this note 
consists of just two lines which al-Maqrīzī utilized in Al-Khiṭaṭ where, however, 
the two lines became several. 67 A comparison with the original source reveals that 
the passage that appears in Al-Khiṭaṭ tallies with it, thus implying that al-Maqrīzī 
went back to the source to enlarge the quotation.
66 Summary XIX in the notebook, which deals with Chingiz Khān from Ibn Faḍl Allāh al-ʿUmarī’s 
Masālik al-Abṣār, was partly reused by al-Maqrīzī for the section he devoted to the yāsā in Al-Khiṭaṭ. 
A first draft of this section meant for Al-Khiṭaṭ is to be found in the notebook kept in Alexandria. 
Hence, the intellectual process which drove al-Maqrīzī to distort Ibn Faḍl Allāh’s words can be 
followed quite precisely from the original source to the final result through his summarizing and 
redrafting. Thanks to the reading note al-Maqrīzī put on the manuscript of this source, it is finally 
possible to determine exactly when in his lifetime it took place. See Frédéric Bauden, “Maqriziana 
VII: Al-Maqrīzī and the Yāsa: New Evidence of His Intellectual Dishonesty,” in Proceedings of the 
Conference “The Mamluk Sultanate: Political, Military, Social and Cultural Aspects,” University of 
Haifa and Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 3–6 April 2006, ed. Amalia Levanoni and Reuven Amitai 
(forthcoming).
67 See “Maqriziana I/2,” 122.
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70.ﺏﺮﻐﻤﻟﺍ ،ﺪﻴﻌﺳ ﻦﺑﺍ
ﻲﻓ  ﻲﻫﻭ  ﻁﺎﻄﺴﻔﻟﺍ  ﺔﻓﺍﺮﻘﺑ  ﺓﺮﻴﺜﻛ  ﻲﻟﺎﻴﻟ  ﺖﺑﻭ
ﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟﺍﻭ  ﻁﺎﻄﺴﻓ  ﻥﺎﻴﻋﻷ  ﻝﺯﺎﻨﻣ  ﺎﻬﺑ  ﺎﻬﻴﻗﺮﺷ
ﺔﻤﻴﻈﻌﻟﺍ ﺔﺒﻘﻟﺍ ﺎﻬﻴﻓﻭ ﺎﻬﺑ ﻰﻨﺘﻌﻣ ﻥﺎﺒﻣ ﺎﻬﻴﻠﻋ ﺭﻮﺒﻗﻭ
ﻲﻌﻓﺎﺸﻟﺍ ﻡﺎﻣﻹﺍ ﺮﺒﻗ ﺎﻬﻴﻓ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﺔﻓﺮﺧﺰﻤﻟﺍ ﺔﻴﻟﺎﻌﻟﺍ
ﺓﺮﻴﺜﻛ ﺏﺮﺗﻭ ﻊﻣﺎﺟ ﺪﺠﺴﻣ ﺎﻬﺑﻭ ﻪﻴﻠﻋ ﷲﺍ ﺔﻤﺣﺭ
ﻻﻭ ﺔﻴﻌﻓﺎﺸﻠﻟ ﺓﺮﻴﺒﻛ ﺔﺳﺭﺪﻣﻭ ءﺍﺮﻘﻠﻟ ﻑﺎﻗﻭﺃ ﺎﻬﻴﻠﻋ
ﺔﻳﺮﻤﻘﻟﺍ ﻲﻟﺎﻴﻠﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺎﻤﻴﺳ ﻻﻭ ﺏﺮﻃ ﻦﻣ ﻮﻠﺨﺗ ﺩﺎﻜﺗ
ﻢﻬﺗﺎﻫﺰﻨﺘﻣ ﺮﻬﺷﺃﻭ ﺮﺼﻣ ﻞﻫﺃ ﺕﺎﻌﻤﺘﺠﻣ ﻢﻈﻌﻣ ﻲﻫﻭ
. . . ﻝﻮﻗﺃ ﺎﻬﻴﻓﻭ
68.ﻂﻄﺨﻟﺍ ،ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
ﻲﻓ  ﺪﻴﻌﺳ  ﻦﺑ  ﺪﻤﺤﻣ  ﻦﺑ  ﻰﺳﻮﻣ  ﻦﺑ  ﻲﻠﻋ  ﻝﺎﻗﻭ
:ﺏﺮﻐﻤﻟﺍ ﺭﺎﺒﺧﺃ ﻲﻓ ﺏﺮﻐﻤﻟﺍ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ
ﻲﻓ  ﻲﻫﻭ  ﻁﺎﻄﺴﻔﻟﺍ  ﺔﻓﺍﺮﻘﺑ  ﺓﺮﻴﺜﻛ  ﻲﻟﺎﻴﻟ  ﺖﺑﻭ
ﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟﺍﻭ 69ﻁﺎﻄﺴﻔﻟﺎﺑ ﻥﺎﻴﻋﻷﺍ ﻝﺯﺎﻨﻣ ﺎﻬﺑ ﺎﻬﻴﻗﺮﺷ
ﺔﻴﻟﺎﻌﻟﺍ ﺔﺒﻘﻟﺍ ﺎﻬﻴﻓﻭ ﺎﻬﺑ ﻰﻨﺘﻌﻣ ﻥﺎﺒﻣ ﺎﻬﻴﻠﻋ ﺭﻮﺒﻗﻭ
ﻲﻌﻓﺎﺸﻟﺍ ﻡﺎﻣﻹﺍ ﺮﺒﻗ ﺎﻬﻴﻓ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﺔﻓﺮﺧﺰﻤﻟﺍ ﺔﻤﻴﻈﻌﻟﺍ
ﺓﺮﻴﺜﻛ ﺏﺮﺗﻭ ﻊﻣﺎﺟ ﺪﺠﺴﻣ ﺎﻬﺑﻭ ﻪﻨﻋ ﷲﺍ ﻲﺿﺭ
ﻻﻭ ﺔﻴﻌﻓﺎﺸﻠﻟ ﺓﺮﻴﺒﻛ ﺔﺳﺭﺪﻣﻭ ءﺍﺮﻘﻠﻟ ﻑﺎﻗﻭﺃ ﺎﻬﻴﻠﻋ
ﺓﺮﻤﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻟﺎﻴﻠﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺎﻤﻴﺳ ﻻﻭ ﺏﺮﻃ ﻦﻣ ﻮﻠﺨﺗ ﺩﺎﻜﺗ
ﻢﻬﺗﺎﻫﺰﻨﺘﻣ ﺮﻬﺷﺃﻭ ﺮﺼﻣ ﻞﻫﺃ ﺕﺎﻌﻤﺘﺠﻣ ﻢﻈﻌﻣ ﻲﻫﻭ
. . . ﻝﻮﻗﺃ ﺎﻬﻴﻓﻭ
.(ﺏ١٣٠ ،ﺝﺎﻴﻟ .ﺦﻣ) ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
 :ﺏﺮﻐﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺪﻴﻌﺳ ﻦﺑﺍ ﻝﺎﻗ :ﺔﻓﺍﺮﻘﻟﺍ
ﻲﻓ ﻲﻫﻭ
ﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟﺍﻭ  ﻁﺎﻄﺴﻔﻟﺍ  ﻥﺎﻴﻋﻷ  ﻝﺯﺎﻨﻣ  ﺎﻬﺑ  ﺎﻬﻴﻗﺮﺷ
.ﺎﻬﻴﻠﻋ ﺭﻮﺒﻗﻭ
 68 69 70 
In this case, the manuscript must have been at his disposal during the composition 
of his opus magnum, though it will be established, as already mentioned, 71 that this 
work was not begun before or only shortly before 811. Given that the manuscript 
of Al-Mughrib belonged to someone else, as indicated by al-Maqrīzī himself, 72 how 
then could he gain access to it later on? The inscription indicates that he utilized 
it 73 in 803, but the word used (istafāda) refers here to more than this, as it was 
also used by al-Maqrīzī on several volumes of Ibn ʿAdī’s Al-Kāmil lil-Ḍuʿafāʾ 74 of 
which he produced a mukhtaṣar dated to 795. If this term implies that he made a 
summary of Al-Kāmil, then it is clear that the same conclusion can be drawn for 
Al-Mughrib. This summary, however, is now lost and the very brief notes traceable 
to this source which are scattered in the notebook conspicuously do not represent 
68 Būlāq ed., 2:444; Sayyid ed., 4:849.
69 This reading may be questioned, as both the extract in the notebook and the autograph of Ibn 
Saʿīd used by al-Maqrīzī give a common reading. The editor of the new edition probably followed 
the Būlāq edition. See also, for a similar conclusion, p. 53.
70  Ed. Zakī Muḥammad Ḥasan et al. (Cairo, 1953), 10.
71 See “Maqriziana IX.”
72 In his note of consultation, he invoked God’s favor on the lender. See Appendix II.
73 Al-Maqrīzī was preceded in this by several of his colleagues, some of whom were his 
contemporaries, such as al-Awḥadī in 802 (ṭālaʿahu Aḥmad ibn ʿAbd Allāh ibn [al-Ḥasan] ibn al-
Awḥadī sanah 8[0]2), and Ibn Duqmāq (istafāda minhu dāʿiyan li-mālikihi Ibrāhīm ibn Duqmāq 
ʿafā Allāh ʿanhu wa-raḥimahu āmīn). Al-Ṣafadī also benefitted from the text which he owned 
(ṭālaʿahu wa-intaqá minhu mālikuhu Khalīl ibn Aybak ibn ʿAbd Allāh al-Ṣafadī ʿafā Allāh ʿanhu). See 
reproduction of fol. 1a of Al-Mughrib (vol. 4, Cairo, Dār al-Kutub MS 103 Tārīkh Mīm) in B. Moritz, 
Arabic Palaeography: A Collection of Arabic Texts from the First Century of the Hidjra till the Year 1000 
(Cairo, 1905), 167.
74 See Appendix II.
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the result of the summarizing process. Rather, they must be regarded as extracts 
selected from the resumé in order to be reused afterwards. The fact that two of 
these notes found their way into Al-Khiṭaṭ corroborates this hypothesis. 75 In doing 
so, al-Maqrīzī probably went back either to his summary or to the original source 76 
in order to be able to quote the given paragraph completely. Nevertheless, there 
is no doubt that the notes taken from Al-Mughrib are not datable to 803, but to a 
later date.
Owing to an internal and external analysis of the notebook, together with the 
notes of consultation found on the manuscripts of the sources al-Maqrīzī had in 
hand, the dating of several parts can be proposed. The summaries written on the 
recycled paper were surely not jotted down before 816, while the others on blank 
paper must have been added later. In one case (the summaries based on Ibn Faḍl 
Allāh al-ʿUmarī’s Masālik al-Abṣār), a note of consultation even allows us to date 
them precisely to 831. As for the scattered notes, their position in the quire and 
on the leaf may reveal when they were jotted down.
WHAT FOR?
The question might seem ingenuous. However, it raises many problems that will 
be dealt with and, together with the answers given, it will show that the question 
is far from being self-explanatory.
Since antiquity, notebooks have been produced by scholars who wished to 
preserve what their memory could not necessarily retain with the passing of time. 
Notes, summaries, and excerpts were written during the reading of sources or 
lectures. When referring to these notes/notebooks, classical authors used a great 
variety of terms, but the most frequently encountered term is pugillares. 77 The aim 
of these was twofold. First and foremost, they constituted an aid to the memory 
(hence the use of the term hypomnēmata/ὑπομνήματα ). 78 Secondly, they represented 
the raw material from which the author could extract a given quotation or an 
idea. The following passage, in Aulus Gellius’ Attic Nights (præf. 2–3), illustrates 
75 The remaining two must have been reused in Al-Muqaffá in the parts unfortunately now lost.
76 The manuscript of Al-Mughrib entered, at some time, into al-Muʾayyad Shaykh’s ownership, who 
then bequeathed it as waqf to the library annexed to his mosque. See Shawqī Ḍayf in Ibn Saʿīd, 
Al-Mughrib fī Ḥulá al-Maghrib [Washy al-Ṭurus fī Ḥulá Jazīrat al-Andalus], 2nd ed. (Cairo, 1964), 
1:22. Al-Maqrīzī could have had access to the original as often as he needed once it entered the 
library of al-Muʾayyad Shaykh’s mosque.
77 In certain circumstances, the term also refers to the draft of an author. See on pugillares Dorandi, 
Le Stylet, 17–25.
78 This border between personal notes and summaries is sometimes subtle. As a consequence, the 
term is also used to describe the preparatory notes intended for a personal work and even the draft 
version of this work. It is then opposed to the syngrammata/συγγράμματα See ibid., 77–101.
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this perfectly: “For whenever I had taken in hand any Greek or Latin book, or had 
heard anything worth remembering, I used to jot down whatever took my fancy, 
of any and every kind, without any definite plan or order; and such notes I would 
lay away as an aid to my memory, like a kind of literary storehouse, so that when 
the need arose of a word or a subject which I chanced for the moment to have 
forgotten, and the books from which I had taken it were not at hand, I could readily 
find it and produce it.” 79
As for the milieu of traditional Islam, there is no reason to believe that things 
were different. Given the very prolific activity of Muslim scholars in ancient times, 
it is no surprise to remark that the ars excerpendi, “ the art of condensing a book or 
treatise came to be considered one of the accomplishments of true scholarship,” 80 to 
such an extent that authors such as Ibn ʿAbd Rabbihi considered that “condensing 
a work is more complicated than writing it.” 81 The particularity of its educational 
system based on the oral, or more correctly aural, 82 transmission of texts gave 
birth to a great variety of notes: those prepared by a teacher for his lectures, 
those jotted down by a student during these lectures, and finally those taken by 
any one of them during their readings for their personal use. The first category 
corresponded, somewhat, to the first stage of an authorial work: the teacher had 
selected and organized the material and commented on it. It could eventually 
give birth to the publication of a book, either by the author himself, or, after his 
death, by a disciple who then put his master’s notes in order or, when these were 
no longer available, his personal notes (second category). 83 The third category 
consisted of the personal notes resulting from reading of sources or any other 
kind of information gleaned by other means. The result of the three categories 
of activity could be found, either separately or altogether, in what was, in fact, 
a notebook. The evidence provided by al-Maqrīzī’s specimen combined with the 
indirect tradition 84 shows that they contained summarized texts, short excerpts, 
personal testimonies, comments, and first sketches of small parts to be included in 
drafts later on, but the group of summaries by far surpasses the other categories. If 
notes played a mnemonic role in ancient Greece and Rome, they served the same 
purpose in Islamic civilization. Consequently, summaries were not only meant for 
79 The Attic Nights of Aulus Gellius, trans. John C. Rolfe (London and Cambridge [MA], 1954), xxvii. 
The French translation is quoted in ibid., 40. The italics are mine.
80 Rosenthal, The Technique and Approach of Muslim Scholarship, 45.
81 Aḥmad ibn Muhammad Ibn ʿAbd Rabbih, Al-ʿIqd al-Farīd, ed. Muḥammad Saʿīd al-ʿAryān (Cairo, 
1372/1953), 1:2 (ﻪﻔﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﻦﻣ ﺐﻌﺻﺃ ﻡﻼﻜﻟﺍ ﺭﺎﻴﺘﺧﺍﻭ).
82 For the distinction, see Günther, “Assessing the Sources of Classical Arabic Compilations,” 78 
n. 10.
83 See ibid., 78–79, and more particularly for the authorial question.
84 See below the section entitled Referring to the Notebook?
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didactic use or for the sake of offering quicker access to a voluminous work. 85 Here, 
a clear distinction must be made between two purposes. The first is represented by 
the summary intended as a handbook, an abridged manual, sometimes itself the 
object of commentaries, or a condensed version of a comprehensive work. This 
genre can easily be differentiated as the condenser produces what he considers 
an authorial work as confirmed by several common features: introduction where 
the condenser mentions his name and explains why he contemplated doing this 
work, cross- and internal references in the body of the text, and an epilogue. 
Generally speaking, all these characteristics indicate the condenser’s intention to 
see his work published. Summaries may have another objective, however. Instead 
of being intended to serve others, they may be produced by a scholar who wants 
to take note of things he considers seminal for his reflection and useful for his 
own book production, since “he who condenses gets ideas.” 86 In case of need, 
he would be able to go back to a passage of his summary he wants to quote or 
refresh his memory on a particular subject. It does not mean that this kind of 
summary will not be copied by someone else, after the author’s death, and thus 
published, but then it goes beyond the author’s initial intention. To illustrate this 
theoretical passage, the circumstances in which Ibn al-Athīr composed his Al-
Kāmil fī al-Tārīkh may be detailed. As Ibn al-Athīr explains in his introduction, he 
initially wanted to produce a book dealing with history where all the facts that 
could otherwise only be read in several books would be available. In that way, 
the result would have served him “as a memorandum which I could have consulted 
for fear of forgetting.” 87 He started condensing al-Ṭabarī’s Tārīkh, and then added 
what he found in other books, inserting them at the right place in his resumé. 
He proceeded this way, adding more and more material, making of his resumé a 
personal work, until a friend of his asked him to transmit it to him. After some 
hesitancy, he agreed. In this way, what started as a memorandum for his personal 
use became a work ready to be published to the world. 88
The study of al-Maqrīzī’s summarizing activity reveals that he produced both 
kinds of resumés. Considering first the three examples preserved outside the 
notebook, 89 we notice that two of them deal with hadith, while the third has 
to do with history. The first is a resumé (mukhtaṣar) of Ibn ʿAdī’s Al-Kāmil fī al-
Ḍuʿafāʾ, a book which criticizes transmitters and emphasizes the weaknesses of 
the traditions they transmitted. The text features the characteristics of a resumé 
85 A. Arazi and H. Ben-Shammay, “Mukhtaṣar,” The Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd. ed., 7:536–39. This 
article is by far too restrictive, as it only considers the first purpose listed here.
86 Ibn ʿAbd Rabbih, Al-ʿIqd al-Farīd, 1:2 (ﻪﻠﻘﻋ ﺪﻓﺍﻭ ﻞﺟﺮﻟﺍ ﺭﺎﻴﺘﺧﺍ :ﺍﻮﻟﺎﻗ ﺪﻗﻭ).
87 Ibn al-Athīr, Al-Kāmil (Beirut, 1965–66), 1:5 (li-yakūn tadhkirah lī urājiʿuhu khawf al-nisyān).
88 Ibid., 6.
89 See Appendix I (nos. 8, 18, and 22).
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produced to be published: the title, together with his full name, is written in his 
own hand on the title-page which consists of the recto; 90 it starts with a preface 
in which al-Maqrīzī states that he wanted to condense (ulakhiṣṣ) Ibn ʿAdī’s work, 
focusing his attention on its substance. His main goal is to eliminate the superfluous 
chains of transmitters (isnād) as well as his criticism of the traditions, except 
those he thought it necessary to include. 91 Finally, it ends with a colophon where 
he repeats his goal and his name, and gives the date of completion. 92 The same 
characteristics are observed in the second resumé, once again entitled mukhtaṣar, 
which he made on the basis of three works ascribed to al-Marwazī, 93 though in 
this case he focused on deleting the traditions repeated by the author with a 
different chain of transmitters. But unlike what he did with Ibn ʿAdī’s book, he 
quoted the traditions with their full isnād, omitting, on the other hand, the non-
Prophetic traditions (āthār). 94 As for the third, it consists of a resumé (muntaqá) 
of Ibn Muyassar’s Akhbār Miṣr. Unfortunately, only the second volume of it has 
been preserved. 95 While the two aforementioned resumés represent the holograph 
copy in al-Maqrīzī’s handwriting, the Muntaqá is a copy made by a later scribe on 
90 Istanbul, Murat Molla Kütüphanesi MS 569, fol. 1r: 
 ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺼﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ] ﻢﻴﻤﺗ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﻢﻴﻫﺮﺑﺇ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﺭﺩﺎﻘﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺍ ﷲﺍ ﻮﻔﻋ ﺮﻴﻘﻓ ﺭﺎﺼﺘﺧﺍ ﻱﺪﻋ ﻦﺑﻻ ﻞﻣﺎﻜﻟﺍ ﺮﺼﺘﺨﻣ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ
.ﻦﻴﻣﺁ ﻪﻨﻤﺑ ﺔﻧﺎﻣﺃ ﺭﺍﺩ ﻩﺃﻮﺑﻭ ﻪﻧﺍﺮﻔﻐﺑ ﷲﺍ ﻪﺤﻣﺎﺳ [ﻲﻌﻓﺎﺸﻟﺍ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺎﺑ ﺮﻴﻬﺸﻟﺍ ﻢﻴﻤﺗ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺼﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻦﺴﺤﻟﺍ ﻲﺑﺃ
91 Ibid., fol. 1v=Taqī al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī Al-Maqrīzī, Mukhtaṣar al-Kāmil fī al-Ḍuʿafāʾ wa-ʿIlal 
al-Ḥadīth li-Ibn ʿAdī, ed. Ayman ibn ʿĀrif al-Dimashqī (Cairo, 1415/1994), 39: 
 ءﺎﻤﺳﺃﻭ ﺚﻳﺪﺤﻟﺍ ﻞﻠﻋ ﻲﻓ ﻞﻣﺎﻜﻟﺍ ﺔﺑﺎﺘﻛ ﻰﻠﻣﺃ ﺪﻗ ﻥﺎﻣﻷﺍ ﺭﺍﺩ ﺔﺣﻮﺒﺤﺑ ﻩﺃﻮﺑﻭ ﻥﺍﺮﻔﻐﻟﺍ ﺐﻴﺻﻭ ﻪﺛﺪﺟ ﷲﺍ ﻰﻘﺳ ﻱﺪﻋ ﻦﺑ ﷲﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﺎﺑﺃ ﻆﻓﺎﺤﻟﺍ ﻥﺈﻓ ﺪﻌﺑﻭ
 ﺎﻬﻴﻟﺇ ﺞﻴﺘﺣﺍ ﺍﺫﺇ ﻻﺇ ﺚﻳﺪﺤﻟﺍ ﻞﻠﻋ ﺖﻓﺬﺣﻭ ﺯﺎﺠﻧﻹﺍ ﻞﻴﺒﺳ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺓﺍﻭﺮﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻞﻴﻗ ﺎﻣ ﻪﻨﻣ ﺺﺨﻟﺃ ﻥﺃ ﺖﺒﺒﺣﺄﻓ ﺪﻴﻧﺎﺳﻷﺍ ﺓﺮﺜﻜﺑ ﻪﻨﺤﺷﺃﻭ ﺓﺍﻭﺮﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻦﻴﺣﻭﺮﺠﻤﻟﺍ
.ﻢﺼﺘﻋﺃ ﷲﺎﺑﻭ ﺔﻨﺴﻟﺍ ﻉﺎﺒﺗﻹ ﺎﺒﺒﺳﻭ ﻩﺮﻣﺃ ﻝﺎﺜﺘﻣﺍ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺎﻧﻮﻋ ﻪﻠﻌﺠﻳ ﻥﺃ [ﻝﺄﺳﺃ] ﻰﻟﺎﻌﺗ ﷲﺍﻭ ﺎﻬﻴﻟﺇ ﺓﺭﻭﺮﻀﻟﺍ ﻮﻋﺪﺗ ﻥﺃ ﻻﺇ ﺪﻴﻧﺎﺳﻷﺍ ﺮﻛﺫ ﻦﻋ ﺖﺑﺮﺿﺃﻭ
92 Murat Molla Kütüphanesi MS 569, fol. 215r–v=Dimashqī ed., 844: 
 ﻱﺪﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻆﻓﺎﺤﻠﻟ ﺚﻳﺪﺤﻟﺍ ﻞﻠﻋﻭ ﺓﺍﻭﺮﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻦﻴﺣﻭﺮﺠﻤﻟﺍ ءﺎﻤﺳﺃ ﻲﻓ ﻞﻣﺎﻜﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻪﻴﻟﺇ ﺮﻜﻔﻟﺍ ﻞﻴﻟﺩ ﺩﺎﻗﻭ ﻪﻴﻠﻋ ﺭﺎﻴﺘﺧﻻﺍ ﺪﺋﺍﺭ ﻝﺩ ﺎﻣ ﻞﻤﻛﻭ ﻰﻬﺘﻧﺍ
 ﻚﻟﺫﻭ ﻪﻨﻤﺑ ﻪﻟﺂﻣ ﻦﻳﺭﺍﺪﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻦﺴﺣﺃﻭ ﻪﻟﺎﻣﺁ ﷲﺍ ﻪﻐﻠﺑ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻢﻴﻤﺗ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﻢﻴﻫﺮﺑﺇ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﺭﺩﺎﻘﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻪﺒﺗﺎﻛ ﺪﻳ ﻰﻠﻋ
.٧٩٥ ﻡﺎﻋ ﺢﺘﺘﻔﻣ ﻙﺭﺎﺒﻤﻟﺍ ﺪﺣﻻﺍ ﻡﻮﻳ ﻦﻣ ﺲﻤﺸﻟﺍ ﺏﻭﺮﻏ ﺪﻨﻋ
93 These are: Kitāb Qiyām al-Layl; Kitāb Qiyām Ramaḍān; Kitāb al-Witr.
94 Mukhtaṣar Kitāb Qiyām al-Layl lil-Marwazī (Lahore, 1320 H.), 2: 
 ﻦﻣ ﺭﺮﻜﻤﻟﺍ ﻑﺬﺣﺃ ﻲﻧﺃ ﻰﻠﻋ ﷲﺍ ﻪﻤﺣﺭ ﻱﺯﻭﺮﻤﻟﺍ ﺮﺼﻧ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﷲﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﻞﻴﻠﻟﺍ ﻡﺎﻴﻗ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ءﺰﺠﻟﺍ ﺍﺬﻫ ﻲﻓ ﺕﺮﺼﺘﺧﺍ ﻲﻧﺈﻓ ﺪﻌﺑ ﺎﻣﺃ
 ﻪﻣﺎﻤﺗﺇ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺔﻧﺎﻋﻹﺍ ﻝﺄﺳﺃ ﷲﺍﻭ ﺎﻫﺪﻴﻧﺎﺳﺃ ﻑﺬﺣ ﻊﻣ ﺭﺎﺛﻵﺍ ﻊﻴﻤﺟﻭ ﺎﻫﺪﻴﻧﺎﺳﺄﺑ ﺓﺪﻨﺴﻤﻟﺍ ﺚﻳﺩﺎﺣﻷﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻪﻴﻓ ﺎﻣ ﻊﻴﻤﺟ ﺩﺭﻭﺃﻭ ﺭﺎﺛﻵﺍﻭ ﺓﺪﻨﺴﻤﻟﺍ ﺚﻳﺩﺎﺣﻷﺍ
.ﺐﻴﺠﻣ ﺐﻳﺮﻗ ﻪﻧﺇ ﻪﺑ ﻞﻤﻌﻠﻟ ﻖﻴﻓﻮﺘﻟﺍﻭ
The colophon (p. 144) is placed at the end of the third resumé, where he indicated that he made 
the whole on a manuscript dated to 287:
 ﻰﻠﻋ ﺮﺼﺘﺨﻤﻟﺍ ﺍﺬﻫ ﻢﺗﻭ […] ﻦﻴﺘﺋﺎﻣﻭ ﻦﻴﻧﺎﻤﺛﻭ ﻊﺒﺳ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻦﻣ ﻪﻨﻣ ﻒﺼﻨﻟ ﺮﺧﻵﺍ ﻊﻴﺑﺭ ﺮﻬﺷ ﻲﻓ ﻚﻟﺫﻭ ﻪﻟﺎﺜﻣ ﺎﻣ ﺎﻬﻨﻣ ﺕﺮﺼﺘﺧﺍ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﺔﺨﺴﻨﻟﺍ ﺮﺧﺂﺑﻭ
 ﷲﻭ ﺔﺋﺎﻤﻴﻧﺎﻤﺛﻭ ﻊﺒﺳ ﺔﻨﺳ ﺓﺮﺧﻵﺍ ﻯﺩﺎﻤﺟ ﻦﻣ ﻦﻴﻘﺑ ﻥﺃ ﻥﺎﻤﺜﻟ ﺲﻴﻤﺨﻟﺍ ﻡﻮﻳ ﻒﺼﻧ ﻲﻓ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻦﺑ ﺭﺩﺎﻘﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻪﺒﺗﺎﻛ ﺪﻳ
.ﺍﺮﺧﺁﻭ ﻻﻭﺃ ﺪﻤﺤﻟﺍ
95 The preface is thus lost. The second volume bears a less indicative title: 
 .ﻪﻨﻋ ﷲﺍ ﺎﻔﻋ ﺐﻠﺟ ﻦﺑ ﻒﺳﻮﻳ ﻦﺑ ﺮﺴﻴﻣ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﺮﺼﻣ ﺭﺎﺒﺧﺃ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻧﺎﺜﻟﺍ ءﺰﺠﻟﺍ
See al-Maqrīzī, Al-Muntaqá min Akhbār Miṣr li-Ibn Muyassar, ed. Ayman Fuʾād Sayyid (Cairo, 1981), 
1.
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the basis of the autograph and its contents demonstrate that he had at his disposal 
what looks like a fragment of the notebooks. Evidence of this assumption lies in 
the fact that some portions are not part of Ibn Muyassar’s Tārīkh, but are  rather 
excerpts from two other sources al-Maqrīzī often relied on (Ibn Zūlāq and al-
Musabbiḥī). 96 An interesting bit of information the copyist did not fail to mention 
is the colophon al-Maqrīzī added at the end of his resumé. 97 Nevertheless, this 
resumé is not of great help for our concern given that the features dealt with here 
(title page, preface) have been lost.
On the basis of the first two resumés, called mukhtaṣar, it is nonetheless possible 
to consider them as answering the first of the purposes mentioned earlier. The 
aim is to provide the reader with a less voluminous work, unburdened of all its 
repetitions and inconsequential elements. Their obvious function is to be useful to 
the condenser who also has in mind a potential general readership. The presence 
of the whole variety of characteristics typical of a work meant to be published 
reinforces this view, which is further strengthened by an examination of the other 
summaries in the notebook.
Among the numerous summaries found in the notebook, only three are 
introduced by a short preface, preceded by the basmalah, where al-Maqrīzī 
explained what motivated him to summarize them. The more complete one 
concerns Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam’s Kitāb Futūḥ Miṣr. 98 The condenser explains that 
his present aim (fa-innī qāṣid) is to summarize (talkhīṣ) the book, selecting the 
reports (al-akhbār) he needs and omitting what is unnecessary at the moment (al-
ān), such as mention of houses and mosques which have fallen into oblivion 
and the chain of transmitters of the non-Prophetic traditions, and the like. 99 Of 
particular concern is the reference to “at the moment.” Al-Maqrīzī’s intention is 
clearly revealed: the summary is meant for his personal use only, and even limited 
in time, as he skipped over what he deemed unnecessary for his purpose at that 
moment. As already noted, the end of this summary is missing, or rather was never 
finished, 100 which is perfectly understandable given the introductory words. Be 
that as it may, al-Maqrīzī never intended to publish it, at least as it appears in the 
96 See “Maqriziana I/2,” 100 (no. 62).
97 See al-Maqrīzī, Al-Muntaqá, 157: 
 ﻊﻴﺑﺭ ﺮﻬﺷ ﻦﻣ ﻦﻴﻘﺑ ﺖﺴﻟ ﺖﺒﺴﻟﺍ ﻡﻮﻳ ءﺎﺴﻣ ﻲﻓ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﺪﻳ ﻰﻠﻋ ﻢﺗ .ﺮﺴﻴﻣ ﻦﺑﻻ ﺮﺼﻣ ﺦﻳﺭﺎﺗ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻧﺎﺜﻟﺍ ءﺰﺠﻟﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻰﻘﺘﻨﻤﻟﺍ ﺮﺧﺁ
.ﺔﺋﺎﻤﻧﺎﻤﺛﻭ ﺓﺮﺸﻋ ﻊﺑﺭﺃ ﺔﻨﺳ ﺮﺧﻵﺍ
98 See “Maqriziana I/1,” no. II.
99 Liège MS 2232, fol. 37v: 
 ﻩﺍﻮﺣ ﺎﻣ ﺩﺮﺳ ﻲﻓ ﺩﺎﻬﺘﺟﻻﺍ ﻊﻣ ﷲﺍ ﻪﻤﺣﺭ ﻢﻜﺤﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﷲﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻦﻤﺣﺮﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﻦﻣ ﺎﻫﺭﺎﺒﺧﺃﻭ ﺮﺼﻣ ﺡﻮﺘﻓ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﺺﻴﺨﻠﺗ ﺪﺻﺎﻗ ﻲﻧﺈﻓ ﺪﻌﺑﻭ
 ﺮﻴﻏ ﺭﺎﺒﺧﻷﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺪﻴﻧﺎﺳﻷﺍ ﺮﻛﺬﻛﻭ ﺕﺮﺛﺩ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﺪﺟﺎﺴﻤﻟﺍﻭ ﺭﻭﺪﻟﺍ ﺮﻛﺫ ﻮﺤﻨﻛ ﻚﻟﺫ ﻦﻣ ﻥﻵﺍ ﻪﻴﻟﺇ ﺝﺎﺘﺤﻳ ﻻ ﺎﻣ ﻙﺮﺗﻭ ﺎﻬﻴﻟﺇ ﺔﺟﺎﺤﻟﺍ ﻮﻋﺪﺗ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﺭﺎﺒﺧﻷﺍ ﻦﻣ
.ﻪﻣﺮﻛﻭ ﻪﻨﻤﺑ ﻚﻟﺫ ﺮﻴﻴﺴﺗ ﻝﺄﺳﺃ ﷲﺍﻭ ﺍﺬﻫ ﻪﺒﺷﻭ ﺔﻳﻮﺒﻨﻟﺍ
100 See “Maqriziana I/1,” 34–35, and “Maqriziana V” (forthcoming).
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notebook.
The same conclusion may be applied to another summary, the one based 
on al-Ṣafadī’s Al-Wāfī bi-al-Wafāyāt. 101 Here, the introductory section is even 
shorter: al-Maqrīzī is content with mentioning that the following are “useful 
notes” (fawāʾid) he selected (iltaqaṭtuhā) from al-Ṣafadī’s book. 102 No reference 
is made to the elements looked for or omitted. This may be due to the fact that, 
contrary to all the previous resumés already studied, the contents of this source 
are not primarily based on hadith. As with the previous example quoted, the end 
of this summary is missing in the notebook as it has come down to us, but in this 
case it is highly probable that al-Maqrīzī went further than what is preserved. 103 
Though it is unknown if he condensed the whole of Al-Wāfī, there is no reason 
to believe that the present summary was ever to be published: even though there 
is a preface, it is too concise to play that role, and furthermore his name never 
appears throughout the text. Whether he wrote a colophon or not, given that the 
end is wanting, is purely conjectural. Yet a hint may be found in the last example 
to be considered.
The summary he prepared of Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s ʿ Uyūn al-Anbāʾ shares the same 
features with the previous one. The introductory words are once more striking in 
their brevity—he uses two verbs to describe his summarizing activity (ikhtartu and 
intaqaytu) and speaks of the result as “something” (shayʾ) and “words” (kalim), 104 
but contrary to what we have for Al-Wāfī, al-Maqrīzī indicated, in a colophon, 
that he had reached the goal he had intended. 105 Nevertheless, the collation of this 
summary with the original source indicates that he did not condense the whole 
work, but stopped at an early stage in the book. In a way, al-Maqrīzī applied the 
same principle developed in his summary of Al-Wāfī: to condense what he needs 
at the moment of the reading. Compared with the other examples quoted above, 
this colophon does not offer any information about the authorship or the date 
when the summary was completed.
If we take account of another meaningful detail, the physical appearance of 
these epitomes, we will find another confirmation of their utility. Nos. II and V 
start on the verso of the first leaf of a quire, while no. I begins on the recto. The 
disposition of the first two is not problematic: a copyist will usually start writing 
101 See “Maqriziana I/1,” no. V.
102 Liège MS 2232, fol. 101v: 
 ﻊﻣ ﻩﺮﺸﺣﻭ ﺭﺎﻨﻟﺍ ﻦﻋ ﻪﻬﺟﻭ ﷲﺍ ﻑﺮﺻ ﻱﺪﻔﺼﻟﺍ ﻚﺒﻳﺃ ﻦﺑ ﻞﻴﻠﺧ ﻦﻳﺪﻟﺍ ﺡﻼﺻ ﺔﻣﻼﻌﻟﺍ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﺕﺎﻴﻓﻮﻟﺎﺑ ﻲﻓﺍﻮﻟﺍ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﻦﻣ ﺎﻬﺘﻄﻘﺘﻟﺍ ﺪﺋﺍﻮﻓ ﻩﺬﻬﻓ ﺪﻌﺑﻭ
.ﺭﺍﺮﺑﻷﺍ ﺓﻮﻔﺼﻟﺍ
103 See “Maqriziana I/1,” 46.
104 Liège MS 2232, fol. 4r: 
.ﷲﺍ ﻪﻤﺣﺭ ﺐﺒﻄﺘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﺟﺭﺰﺨﻟﺍ ﺔﻔﻴﻠﺧ ﻦﺑ ﻢﺳﺎﻘﻟﺍ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻊﻤﺟ ءﺎﺒﻃﻷﺍ ﺕﺎﻘﺒﻃ ﻲﻓ ءﺎﺒﻧﻷﺍ ﻥﻮﻴﻋ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﻦﻣ ﻪﺘﻴﻘﺘﻧﺍ ﻢﻠﻛﻭ ﻪﺗﺮﺘﺧﺍ ءﻲﺷ ﺍﺬﻫ
105 Ibid., fol. 31v: ﻖﻓﻮﻤﻟﺍ ﷲﺍﻭ ءﺎﺒﻃﻷﺍ ﺦﻳﺭﺎﺗ ﻦﻣ ﺏﻮﻠﻄﻤﻟﺍ ﺽﺮﻐﻟﺍ ﻰﻬﺘﻧﺍ.
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this way in order to protect the first page of the text from future damage. The 
recto is thus reserved for the title page. 106 No. I, on the other hand, constitutes an 
exception: al-Maqrīzī wrote his summary on the recto. This last example allows 
us to establish that it was meant to be part of a notebook; hence the reason why 
al-Maqrīzī did not deem it necessary to “protect” it. For the others, he must have 
felt that it was better to start on the verso because these resumés were perhaps 
considered as independent elements, given their volume (five quires for the first, 
four for the second). The analysis of the constitution of the notebook now held 
in Liège has revealed that these independent elements were gathered together at 
a given date, notes being scattered later in the spaces left blank, thus joining the 
whole.
As for the numerous other texts contained in the notebook, besides the scattered 
notes, their major characteristic mainly lies in their brevity (generally less than 
one quire). Additionally, none of them is preceded by a preface, except, in one 
case, by a ḥamdalah; the name of the author and the title of the work is given at 
the beginning or at the end, in some cases. They usually start on the recto of the 
first leaf of a quire and al-Maqrīzī rarely stated in a colophon that he had finished 
his work, except in two cases. 107 Another common feature regards the term used 
by al-Maqrīzī to describe his work: in five cases, he described the text as a mukhtār, 
to be understood as a selection made from a greater work, and definitely not as a 
complete resumé. 108 The remainder is sometimes preceded by the word faṣl.
To conclude, none of the resumés appearing in the notebook was intended for 
publication. They all correspond to the second type defined earlier: their function 
was primarily mnemonic, allowing al-Maqrīzī to use these notes in case he could 
not get access to the original source, or as a memorandum before returning to the 
source. Finally, their incomplete character reinforces this hypothesis. As a matter 
of fact, while the resumé of Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam’s Futūḥ Miṣr ends abruptly in the 
middle of the story of the virgin thrown into the Nile by the Copts to encourage 
its flooding, the complete version of this anecdote can be read in Al-Khiṭaṭ (1:58), 
106 This convention is generally followed in Islamic manuscripts and al-Maqrīzī’s fair copies respect 
it. The Leiden volume made of his many opuscules (MS Or. 560), copied by a scribe he presumably 
hired for this specific purpose, illustrates it: each opuscule starts on the verso, the recto being 
reserved for the title page on which al-Maqrīzī himself, in most of the cases, added the title later 
(sometimes the word kitāb has been written by the copyist, the real title being written by al-
Maqrīzī afterwards). See, for instance, fol. 66r.
107 At the end of nos. XIII (in the margin: ﺭﺎﺘﺨﻤﻟﺍ ﻰﻬﺘﻧﺍ) and XV 
 ﻒﻗﺃ ﻢﻟﻭ ﻊﻴﻛﻮﺑ ﻑﻭﺮﻌﻤﻟﺍ ﻥﺎﻴﺣ ﻦﺑ ﻒﻠﺧ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﺮﻜﺑ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﻢﻫﺍﺭﺪﻟﺍﻭ ﺮﻴﻧﺎﻧﺪﻟﺍ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﻦﻣ ﺭﺎﺘﺨﻣ ﻦﻣ ﺭﺎﻨﻳﺪﻟﺍﻭ ﻢﻫﺭﺪﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻞﻴﻗ ﺎﻣ ﺖﺼﺨﻟ)
.(ﻞﺻﻷﺍ ﻰﻠﻋ
108 See nos. XII, XIII, XVIII, XXIII, and XXVIII. No. XV is rather a talkhīṣ of a mukhtār made by 
someone else and al-Maqrīzī’s words establish that he made the best of a bad job (wa-lam aqif ʿalá 
al-aṣl).
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where the text tallies exactly with the Futūḥ Miṣr!
Likewise, the study of the terminology might enlighten our understanding 
of al-Maqrīzī’s intentions. Though it is hazardous to draw conclusions solely on 
the basis of the small sample under study, the consideration of other elements 
will support the following remarks. We have seen that al-Maqrīzī’s notes of 
consultation placed on the manuscripts he had access to prove without a doubt 
that he made use of them (istafāda), meaning by this that he had made a resumé. 109 
In some cases, he alludes to his summarizing activity in more direct terms: the 
term intaqá (to pick out) leaves no doubt that he took what he reckoned useful 
for his purposes. 110 While the term mukhtaṣar was probably reserved for a resumé 
meant to be published, in al-Maqrīzī’s mind, the other terms might have referred 
to generally incomplete, summarized texts not fit for publication: hence the use 
of talkhīṣ for books composed of traditions, 111 and muntaqá/mukhtār for all the 
other kinds of books, simply differentiated one from the other by the extent of the 
selection. Such a classification can only be temporary, and if confirmed by other 
evidence, applicable to al-Maqrīzī alone. Nevertheless, the testimonies provided 
by the direct and indirect traditions tend to show that some of the preceding 
remarks are somewhat general for a given period and that these technical terms 
were not idiolects. Several examples may indeed be invoked regarding historians/
traditionists. 112
109 See previous section.
110 See Appendix II. He uses the same term regarding his selections in al-Musabbiḥī’s Tārīkh. See 
“Maqriziana I/2,” 96–97 and 117.
111 Talkhīṣ is applied twice to such works, both of them made up of traditions (Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam’s 
Futūḥ Miṣr and Wakīʿ’s Kitāb al-Danānīr wa-al-Darāhim).
112 These are only some examples: Rashīd al-Dīn al-Mundhirī (d. 643 or 644/1245–47), Muntaqá 
Tārīkh al-Musabbiḥī (see “Maqriziana I/2,” 97); al-Ṣafadī (d. 764/1363), an Intiqāʾ of Ibn Saʿīd’s 
Al-Mughrib fī Ḥulá al-Maghrib (see n. 73); Ibn Qāḍī Shuhbah (d. 851/1448), Muntaqāʾ Tārīkh Ibn al-
Furāt, Muntaqāʾ Tārīkh Ibn Duqmāq, Muntaqá Tārīkh al-Dhahabī, Muntaqá Tārīkh Madīnat Dimashq, 
Muntaqá Nihāyat al-Arab (see David C. Reisman, “A Holograph MS of Ibn Qāḍī Shuhbah’s ‘Dhayl’,” 
MSR 2 (1998): 45), Muntaqá al-ʿIbar lil-Dhahabī (MS British Library Suppl. Ar. 460); al-Dhahabī 
(d. 748/1348) (see the list provided by Bashshār ʿAwwād Maʿrūf in Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalāʾ [Beirut, 
1996], 1:85–87). The connection with the traditionists is not innocent: most historians of the 
period considered still passed through the traditional education system and were first and foremost 
traditionists. The term muntaqá is found profusely in répertoires of texts based on hadith where it 
means that a disciple made a selection of the traditions transmitted by a master. See particularly 
Al-Fihris al-Shāmil lil-Turāth al-ʿArabī al-Makhṭūṭ: al-Ḥadīth al-Nabawī al-Sharīf wa-ʿUlūmuhu wa-
Rijāluhu (Amman, 1991–92), s.v. muntaqá. In light of what has been said, the following words 
sound somewhat misplaced: “Furthermore, there appeared a new kind of writer who devoted his 
talents to compiling mukhtaṣars; al-Dhahabī constitutes an apt example: the majority of his output 
comprises abridgments of works by other authors” (Arazi and Ben- Shammay, “Mukhtaṣar,” 
537). Al-Dhahabī’s numerous abridgments are of course linked to his authorial activity, and were 
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Finally, the analysis of the distribution of some scattered notes in the quires 
reveals that al-Maqrīzī did not prepare a resumé of all the sources he consulted. 
Some of these were less relevant for his purpose, such as the histories written 
by Eastern authors, who were less well informed of the events that happened in 
Egypt, al-Maqrīzī’s main subject of study. In the notebook, several scattered notes 
have been identified as coming from Ibn al-Jawzī’s Al-Muntaẓam and Ibn ʿAsākir’s 
Tārīkh Madīnat Dimashq, two works belonging to this category. Al-Maqrīzī was 
obviously not interested in summarizing these multi-volume books and took note, 
during his readings, of only the most relevant information. If we first consider Ibn 
ʿAsākir, we notice that the material selected can be traced back in this source and 
that its placement in the published volumes reveals the progression of al-Maqrīzī’s 
reading process in this work (excerpts LVI/36–37: vol. 62; LXIII: vols. 52, 69, 
70, 74; LXVII: vols. 64, 67). Thanks to this arrangement of the data, we know 
precisely which parts he read and in which order. The same conclusion applies to 
Ibn al-Jawzī (excerpts LII: vol. 17; LV: vols. 16, 17; LVIII: vol. 16). These excerpts 
were clearly written backwards in the notebook, utilizing the spaces left blank. 
The volumes correspond to the end of the work, i.e., al-Maqrīzī consulted the parts 
contemporary with the author. This was another aspect of his working method: to 
consider works relating contemporary events to be the most reliable ones. 113
SUMMARIZING, EPITOMIZING, EXCERPTING VS. QUOTING, PARAPHRASING, INTERPRETING
Now that we can take for granted that the resumés and the scattered notes found 
in the notebook had a mnemonic role, that both occasionally functioned as a first 
sketch representing the redactional process, and that the whole served as raw 
material al-Maqrīzī could pick from when he needed it, we have to scrutinize several 
issues connected with the summarizing and writing processes: the psychological 
conditions of these activities, and the connection between summarizing the text 
and exploiting the summarized material.
The process of copying, in all its complexity, can be divided into four different 
tasks, which are not reducible to consecutive steps since they are all concomitant. 
Nonetheless, each operation can be differentiated from the others thanks to a 
series of alterations that affect the copied text and that are attributable to the given 
operation. These four operations are: the reading of the text, the comprehension of 
the text, the silent dictation, and finally the act of copying. 114 The first operation 
generally requires from the copyist various abilities like the decipherment of the 
essentially made for his personal use.
113 See also the forthcoming study Frédéric Bauden, “Maqriziana XI: al-Maqrīzī et al-Ṣafadī: Analyse 
de la (re)construction d’un récit biographique,” in a forthcoming monographic volume of Quaderni 
di Studi Arabi devoted to the working method of classical Islamic historians.
114 Dain, Les Manuscrits, 41.
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text (in the case of Arabic, everyone knows the difficulties connected with the 
cursive script, the potential lack of diacritics and vowels), and the understanding 
of the meaning of the text, which requires knowledge in a great variety of fields, 
particularly of technical or archaic vocabulary. Thus, one cannot be content with 
just reproducing what he sees, though in some cases, this cannot be avoided. 
These four operations are characteristic of the act of copying. However, in the 
case of al-Maqrīzī, another operation, necessitated by the desire to summarize the 
text, must sometimes be added, then emphasizing, more than ever, the difficulties 
of the copyist’s work. The study of the notebook reveals that al-Maqrīzī did 
not escape the vicissitudes inherent in the act of copying and found in every 
manuscript which was copied from another. One of the most interesting features 
imputable to the third operation listed above (the silent dictation) regards the 
idiosyncratic phonetic peculiarities of the copyist. While it is established that a 
Latin copyist of German origin will tend to write suafis instead of suavis, 115 in the 
case of Arabic, a copyist will probably be less influenced by his mispronunciation 
than by phonetic and grammatical traits of Middle Arabic. This is even more to be 
expected when the copyist is a scholar engaged in a summarizing activity, during 
which his main focus is the rendering of the meaning of the text. Of course, the 
more the text is condensed, the more he will make mistakes characteristic of the 
language he speaks daily. The question has been considered regarding al-Maqrīzī 
and his notebook, where such features are observed more than anywhere else. The 
preliminary results confirm that the notebook presents several peculiarities that 
can be characterized as pertaining to Middle Arabic (orthographical aberrations, 
morphological and syntactical mistakes), such as the doubling of lām in the word 
allafa, the presence of a wāw in the aorist (3rd sg.) in verba tertiæ radicalis ﻭ, 
and the use of a plural verb preceding the subject (akalūnī al-barāghīth). 116 Such 
features will doubtless be identified in the autograph manuscripts of his books, 
once they have been scrutinized in that way.
Mistakes affecting numbers (ciphers and dates) are common in most manuscripts. 
In the notebook, these are written both in letters or with figures. Figures are less 
a source of mistakes than letters and their presence in the notebook, on several 
occasions, might be interpreted as a conscious effort to avoid mistakes in their 
writing. However, we shall see, in the next section, an example due to the lack of 
attention where al-Maqrīzī modified a date three times (513, 512, 515). Although 
the second date is presumably the result of absentmindedness, as it was written on 
a note-card, the third must rather be seen as an a posteriori correction made on the 
basis of another source. Other errors, or better, inaccuracies, are not always easily 
115 Ibid., 44–45.
116 See “Maqriziana VIII.”
86  FRÉDÉRIC BAUDEN, MAQRIZIANA II
identifiable as such given that they could be imputed to the source rather than 
to al-Maqrīzī’s lack of attention. Consequently, caution is always recommended 
when noticing such errors. 117
The ability of the copyist to understand the text is also of particular importance. 
“Of concern as well is the intention of al-Maqrīzī. Is he quoting or paraphrasing? 
If he paraphrases material, it might contain a hint as to how he understands what 
he reports. One may presume in many cases that he knew best what his source 
was trying to say. A quotation indicates only what the actual words convey but 
the paraphrase may reveal more, particularly about what al-Maqrīzī perceived 
as the implication of the material he reported.” 118 This quotation highlights the 
problem of understanding reused material, but we have seen that, prior to this 
phase, al-Maqrīzī summarized in most of the cases. Before considering this second 
phase, we should analyze al-Maqrīzī’s understanding of the source on the basis of 
the resumé he prepared. Several examples could be chosen for this purpose, but a 
text dealing with an earlier era such as the Fatimid period represents an excellent 
starting point, as words, facts, and events pertaining to this period were not 
necessarily understood in the fifteenth century in the way they were expressed in 
a text written by a person who lived in the earlier period. The notebook containing 
a summary of Ibn al-Maʾmūn’s History (no. XVIII) will serve as the basis of our 
analysis.
Although this summary is short, covering only four folios, a particular symbol 
is displayed in it more than anywhere else in the notebook. In each occurrence, 
al-Maqrīzī wrote it in red ink, as an additional means to attract his attention, 
over a word. Looking like a small kāf (probably standing for kadhā, i.e., sic), its 
function was to signify that al-Maqrīzī did not understand what the word meant. 
The following example will explain how it functioned.
MS 2232, fol. 159a (Courtesy Université de Liège)
 The symbol is visible over a word which al-Maqrīzī obviously did not understand. 
It is only at a later date, as confirmed by the color of the ink and the character of 
117 See for instance item LII (“Maqriziana I/2,” 109).
118 Paul E. Walker, Exploring an Islamic Empire: Fatimid History and its Sources (London and New 
York, 2002), 222 n. 3.
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the script, that he discovered what the word meant and added, in the margin, a 
gloss preceded by the letter ḥāʾ (for ḥāshiyah, “gloss”). The text thus reads:
ﻕﻮﻠﻟﺍ ﺏﺎﺑ ﻰﻟﺇ ﻉﺎﺒﺴﻟﺍ ﺮﻃﺎﻨﻗ ﻦﻣ ﻡﻮﻴﻟﺍ ﻪﻌﺿﻮﻣ ﻱﺮﻫﺬﻟﺍ [ﺔﻴﺷﺎﺣ] ـﺣ  ﻱﺮﻫﺬﻟﺍ ﺪﺼﻗﻭ
Other instances found in the same summary 119 allow us to confirm the meaning 
of the symbol used together with al-Maqrīzī’s perplexity over several words 
appearing in this text. Consequently, it can be established that, for al-Maqrīzī, Ibn 
al-Maʾmūn’s History represented a difficult source, due to the presence of several 
unknown words. It also shows that a text composed three centuries earlier could 
contain words which were no longer used and understood by a historian of the 
fifteenth century.
The problem of quotation and paraphrase, bearing in mind that we are dealing 
here only with a source and its summary, is obviously linked to the question 
of understanding, as already shown. In this case too, the notebook provides an 
answer as to whether al-Maqrīzī summarized a source without modifying the 
wording or whether he paraphrased it. In fact, he did both and both are attested 
even within the same summary. On this matter, the source considered above, Ibn 
al-Maʾmūn’s History, provides another example. Though the original text is lost, it 
is possible to arrive at this conclusion through the following extract.
MS 2232, fol. 157a (Courtesy Université de Liège)
As can be observed, al-Maqrīzī cancelled almost a complete sentence with a 
red line, leaving only the last word (al-ajnād) untouched. To replace it, he wrote 
another sentence, vertically in the margin, indicating, through a sign (¬) that it 
had to be substituted for the cancelled one.
MS 2232, fol. 157a (Courtesy Université de Liège)
The whole can be illustrated thus:
ﺩﺎﻨﺟﻷﺍ ﺕﺎﻋﺎﻄﻗﺇ ﻦﻣ ﻢﻬﺘﻳﺎﻜﺷ ﺮﻛﺫ ﻲﻓ ءﺎﻳﻮﻗﻸﻟ ﻥﺫﺃﻭ¬ ﺪﺋﺍﺯ ﺎﻬﻴﻓ ﻢﻬﻴﻠﻋ ﻞﺒﻘﻳ ﻻ
119 See next section.
88  FRÉDÉRIC BAUDEN, MAQRIZIANA II
.ﺢﺻ    ﺪﻴﺑ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﺕﺎﻋﺎﻄﻗﻹﺍ ﻦﻣ ﻥﻮﻫﺮﻜﻳ ﺎﻣ ءﺎﻳﻮﻗﻷﺍ ﻝﺄﺳﻭ      
Thanks to this modification, we can safely infer that what al-Maqrīzī wrote 
corresponded to the words he read in the source, which implies that he is not 
paraphrasing it, but rather quoting it. The modified sentence does not say 
something different (the aqwiyāʾ could express their displeasure towards the 
land grants, iqṭāʿāt, of the soldiers), but is simplified. Nevertheless, al-Maqrīzī, of 
course, understood the ins and outs of the affair, and felt the need to modify the 
sentence in order to interpret it: instead of considering, as the source related, that 
they were allowed to complain about the iqṭāʿāt of the army, he preferred to let 
the text imply that they were asked what their complaint was.
In other circumstances, we already noted that al-Maqrīzī was able to get the 
most out of his source, paraphrasing, for example, a sentence of 50 words in just 
15. 120 In each case, it has been established that this takes place during the reading 
of the source. Owing to the psychological conditions attendant to the copying 
process referred to earlier, it can be said that he could not read more than a 
limited number of words in order to be able to paraphrase or to quote, hence the 
modifications intervening in the margins or directly in the text.
Once the text had been summarized, faithfully or in paraphrase, it served al-
Maqrīzī either as raw material which could be reused as such, or as a mnemonic 
support before returning to the source. In the latter case, it implies that he had 
at his disposal a copy of the work or that he could once again gain access to the 
manuscript he had consulted months or years before. An answer to the crucial 
question of whether he owned or had permanent access to a copy of the work 
cannot be given with certainty, but the evidence provided by the notebook suggests 
that there is no other solution. For instance, the notebook contains a biography of 
a physician taken from a so-far unidentified source. 121 Al-Maqrīzī devoted some 
space to him in Al-Muqaffá, where he quotes Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah among his sources 
for information about this person. However, al-Maqrīzī did not include him in the 
resumé he prepared of ʿUyūn al-Anbāʾ, and we have seen that he indicated at the 
end of this resumé that he had extracted all that he needed. How then could he 
quote Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah if the original text was not available to him, given that 
he had not taken note of the biography in his resumé? Beside that, it demonstrates 
that the mnemonic function of the resumé sometimes had limits.
Be that as it may, this leads us to consider how al-Maqrīzī reused the material 
found in the notebook: did he quote or paraphrase the resumé or the original 
source? Before the discovery of the notebook, a partial answer could be arrived at 
through a comparison between the assumed source used by al-Maqrīzī, particularly 
120 See above, p. 14.
121 No. 21 of LVI.
MAMLŪK STUDIES REVIEW VOL. 12, NO. 1, 2008  89
when he did not quote its title or author, and the evidence provided by his books. 122 
This procedure has revealed al-Maqrīzī’s extraordinary capacity to extract the 
fundamental data and to combine it in a concise and well-constructed manner. But 
it has its pitfalls, in particular when the source cannot be identified with certainty. 
Thanks to the notebook and taking into consideration the autograph drafts of his 
works, this method of analysis can be refined in the best circumstances: in many 
cases, several versions can now be compared for a given source, whether or not 
it is extant. In the next section, for instance, a synoptical analysis of four versions 
of the same text is given, from the resumé up to the last version in the fair copy. 
It is thus possible to follow the evolution of al-Maqrīzī’s intellectual activity from 
the very beginning up to the end of the process. Such analyses will not be detailed 
here for reasons of space: 123 only selected short instances will be dealt with.
A collation of the various resumés and the scattered notes with the material 
exploited by al-Maqrīzī in his books establishes that a concrete answer cannot 
be given to the question posed above, proving once more the complexity of his 
working method.
The material summarized can indeed be quoted verbatim, as is shown by the 
analysis of a quotation from Ibn al-Maʾmūn’s History in the next section. In other 
circumstances, the material is slightly modified, tending toward a simplification 
or an extrapolation of the meaning of the text. This indicates that he considered 
the text he took note of as being already either a quotation, or a first sketch of 
what it should be in the final version. In this case, the paraphrase is made with an 
idea of its final destination already in mind.
The following example illustrates perfectly how it worked. The source of this 
biography has not yet been identified, which means that the analysis can only be 
made on the basis of al-Maqrīzī’s words. In the reworked version, as provided by 
al-Maqrīzī in his Khiṭaṭ, the elements modified have been underlined.
122 See, more particularly, Little, An Introduction to Mamlūk Historiography, 76–80; Reuven Amitai, 
“Al-Maqrīzī as a Historian of the Early Mamluk Sultanate (or: Is al-Maqrīzī an Unrecognized 
Historiographical Villain?),” MSR 7, no. 2 (2003): 99–118; Sami G. Massoud, “Al-Maqrīzī as a 
Historian of the Reign of Barqūq,” ibid., 119–36.
123 See the following forthcoming studies: “Maqriziana V: Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam et al-Maqrīzī,” where 
the use of a source composed of akhbār and hadiths is studied; “Maqriziana VII: Al-Maqrīzī and 
the Yāsa: New Evidence of His Intellectual Dishonesty,” where the problem of the interpretation 
and the deliberate modification of the source are detailed; “Maqriziana XI: al-Maqrīzī et al-Ṣafadī: 
Analyse de la (re)construction d’un récit biographique,” where the analysis of the reworking of 
data found in a source is scrutinized through three of al-Maqrīzī’s works.
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 124.ﻂﻄﺨﻟﺍ ،ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
ﺶﻳﺮﻗ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺰﻳﺰﻌﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻦﻤﺣﺮﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻢﻴﻫﺍﺮﺑﺇ
ﻮﺑﺃ   
ﺏﺎﺘﻜﻟﺍ ﺪﺣﺃ ﻦﻳﺪﻟﺍ ﻑﺮﺷ ﺐﺗﺎﻜﻟﺍ ﻱﺮﺼﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻣﻭﺰﺨﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﺷﺮﻘﻟﺍ ﻕﺎﺤﺳﺇ
ﻪﻨﺑﺍ ﺔﻟﻭﺩ ﻲﻓﻭ ﺏﻮﻳﺃ ﻦﺑ ﺮﻜﺑ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ ﺔﻟﻭﺩ ﻲﻓ ﻡﺪﺧ ءﺎﺸﻧﺇﻭ ﺎﻄﺧ ﻦﻳﺪﻴﺠﻤﻟﺍ
ﺙﺪﺣﻭ ﺮﺼﻣﻭ ﺔﻜﻤﺑ ﺚﻳﺪﺤﻟﺍ ﻊﻤﺳﻭ ءﺎﺸﻧﻹﺍ ﻥﺍﻮﻳﺪﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ ﻞﻣﺎﻜﻟﺍ ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ
ﺔﺋﺎﻤﺴﻤﺧﻭ ﻦﻴﻌﺒﺳﻭ ﻦﻴﺘﻨﺛﺍ ﺔﻨﺳ ﺓﺪﻌﻘﻟﺍ ﻱﺫ ﻡﻮﻳ ﻝﻭﺃ ﻲﻓ ﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟﺎﺑ ﻪﺗﺩﻻﻭ ﺖﻧﺎﻛﻭ
ﻡﺎﻣﻹﺍ ﺐﻫﺬﻣ ﻰﻠﻋ ﻪﻘﻔﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺏﺬﻬﻤﻟﺍ ﺏﺎﺘﻛ ﻦﻣ ﺍﺮﻴﺜﻛ ﻆﻔﺣﻭ ﻥﺁﺮﻘﻟﺍ ﺃﺮﻗﻭ
ﻲﻓ ﺕﺎﻣﻭ ﺪﻠﺠﻣ ﺔﺋﺎﻤﻌﺑﺭﺃ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺪﻳﺰﻳ ﺎﻣ ﻪﻄﺨﺑ ﺐﺘﻛﻭ ﺏﺩﻷﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻉﺮﺑﻭ ﻲﻌﻓﺎﺸﻟﺍ
.ﺔﺋﺎﻤﺘﺳﻭ ﻦﻴﻌﺑﺭﺃﻭ ﺙﻼﺛ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻰﻟﻭﻷﺍ ﻯﺩﺎﻤﺟ ﻦﻣ ﻦﻳﺮﺸﻌﻟﺍﻭ ﺲﻣﺎﺨﻟﺍ
.(ﺃ٨٣ ،ﺝﺎﻴﻟ .ﺦﻣ) ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺶﻳﺮﻗ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺰﻳﺰﻌﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻦﻤﺣﺮﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻢﻴﻫﺍﺮﺑﺇ
ﻮﺑﺃ ﺪﻴﻟﻮﻟﺍ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻟﺎﺧ ﻦﺑ ﻥﺎﻤﻴﻠﺳ ﻦﺑ ﻦﺴﺤﻟﺍ ﻦﺑ ﺔﻣﻼﺳ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺤﻣ
ﺏﺎﺘﻜﻟﺍ ﺪﺣﺃ ﻦﻳﺪﻟﺍ ﻑﺮﺷ ﺐﺗﺎﻜﻟﺍ ﻱﺮﺼﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻣﻭﺰﺨﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﺷﺮﻘﻟﺍ ﻕﺎﺤﺳﺇ
ﻝﺩﺎﻌﻟﺍ  ﻲـــﺘـــﻟﻭﺩ  ﻲـــﻓ  ﻡﺪــــ ﺧ  ءﺎــــﺸــــ ﻧﺇﻭ  ﺎــﻄــﺧ  ﻦــ ﻳﺪــ ﻴــ ﺠــ ﻤــ ﻟﺍ
ﺙﺪﺣﻭ  ﺮـــ ﺼـــ ﻣﻭ  ﺔــﻜــﻤــﺑ  ﺚـــ ﻳﺪـــ ﺤـــ ﻟﺍ  ﻊـــ ﻤـــ ﺳﻭ  ﻞـــﻣﺎـــﻜـــﻟﺍﻭ
ﺔﺋﺎﻤﺴﻤﺧﻭ  ﻦﻴﻌﺒﺳﻭ  ﻦﻴﺘﻨﺛﺍ  ﺔﻨﺳ  ﺓﺪﻌﻘﻟﺍ  ﻱﺫ  ﻞﻬﺘﺴﻣ  ﺓﺮﻫﺎﻘﻟﺎﺑ  ﺪﻟﻭﻭ
ﺏﺬﻬﻤﻟﺍ  ﻦـــــ ﻣ  ﺔـــ ﻌـــ ﻄـــ ﻗ  ﻆــــﻔــــﺣﻭ  ﻥﺁﺮــــــ ﻘــــــ ﻟﺍ  ﺃﺮــــــــ ﻗﻭ
ﻲﻓ ﻲﻓﻮﺗﻭ ﺪﻠﺠﻣ ﺔﺋﺎﻤﻌﺑﺭﺃ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺪﻳﺰﻳ ﺎﻣ ﻪﻄﺨﺑ ﺐﺘﻛﻭ ﺏ[ﺩ]ﻷﺎﺑ ﻞﻐﺘﺷﺍﻭ
.ﺔﺋﺎﻤﺘﺳﻭ ﻦﻴﻌﺑﺭﺃﻭ ﺙﻼﺛ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻰﻟﻭﻷﺍ ﻯﺩﺎﻤﺟ ﻦﻣ [ﻦﻳ]ﺮﺸﻌﻟﺍﻭ ﺲﻣﺎﺨﻟﺍ  124
The comparison reveals, at first sight, that the text found in the notebook, though 
we do not know whether it is a paraphrase, a summary, or a quotation, already 
contained all the material al-Maqrīzī deemed necessary. Apart from several 
names of the subject’s ancestors, the reworked version does not lack any of the 
information. Instead, it contains various additions which are all al-Maqrīzī’s. These 
added parts do not provide anything new, but rather sum up the exact meaning 
of the text or place the data in context, and in certain cases reveal al-Maqrīzī’s 
interpretation. A hint that al-Maqrīzī is probably paraphrasing some parts may be 
inferred by the grammatical mistake he made in the notebook regarding the two 
rulers under whose reigns the subject served. Whereas the notebook displays a 
muḍāf followed by two muḍāf ilayhi (dawlatay al-ʿĀdil wa-al-Kāmil), the text in Al-
Khiṭaṭ has been corrected according to the correct grammatical rule. The names of 
the rulers have also been clarified as the data is out of context. On the other hand, 
the addition regarding the fact that the biographee worked in the state chancery 
(dīwān al-inshāʾ) is redundant due to the mention of his office (kātib) and his 
mastery of writing (script and composition). The modification affecting his date 
of birth, as well as the verb used to indicate his death, were also unnecessary and 
might reflect al-Maqrīzī’s desire to modify slightly the phrasing of the source, 
although the reason which caused him to do so remains unknown. As for the 
book the subject memorized (Al-Muhadhdhab), al-Maqrīzī felt the addition was 
necessary, though anyone knowledgeable understood which book was referred to 
here. The last two differences are dependent on al-Maqrīzī’s interpretation. His 
personal knowledge, reinforced by other readings for instance, could be invoked 
to explain why the piece (qiṭʿah) became a lot (kathīran), but the rather neutral 
ishtaghala bi-al-adab changed into a more biased baraʿa fī al-adab could be the 
result of his own understanding of the text or of his wish to embellish the subject’s 
124 Būlāq ed., 2:93; Sayyid ed., 3:309.
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achievement. In the end, the text has become al-Maqrīzī’s rendering, through 
small, but effective additions.
Another feature of al-Maqrīzī’s modus operandi relates to his desire to go back 
to the most ancient sources he identified in a later work. Dealing with fires and 
their functions in the pre-Islamic period, al-Maqrīzī synthesized the data provided 
by al-Nuwayrī in his encyclopedic work Nihāyat al-Arab (item XXXV), but when 
he utilized it in one of his books (Al-Khabar ʿan al-Bashar), he also quoted al-
Nuwayrī’s source for this subject, al-Jāḥiẓ’s Kitāb al-Ḥayawān, demonstrating that 
he was not content with relying on a secondary source. 125 Obviously, he could 
only do this once he got access to a copy of al-Jāḥiẓ’s work.
We have also seen that, in some cases, al-Maqrīzī did not quote an extract 
transcribed in the notebook, but rather turned back to the source from which he 
took the extract. In the example of Ibn Saʿīd’s Al-Mughrib, 126 al-Maqrīzī selected 
just one sentence while, in Al-Khiṭaṭ, where the quotation fit better than anywhere 
else, the quotation tallies exactly with Ibn Saʿīd’s text. This is interpreted as an 
indication of the existence of a comprehensive resumé, a fact confirmed by the 
note of consultation al-Maqrīzī wrote on the title page of the copy of Ibn Saʿīd’s 
text he had in hand, and finally as a clue that this scattered note in the notebook 
served as a memorandum for future quotation.
WORKING WITH NOTE-CARDS
Among the manifold aspects of the modus operandi of an author, whatever the 
period and the civilization considered, the use of note-cards or file cards has been 
questioned. How may we conceive that an author could compose voluminous 
works, implying the handling of huge amounts of data, without an organizational 
system that provided the author with the possibility to arrange the data according 
to the evolutionary scheme of his work(s)? As early as 1930, W. K. Prentice 
postulated the use of such a system by the Greek historian Thucydides: “But how 
was it possible for Thucydides to be continually revising and enlarging his book, 
how could he have acquired certain ‘documents gradually and stuck them in his 
manuscript to work up later,’ if his manuscript was on papyrus rolls? Such a 
procedure can be imagined only if the author wrote on flat sheets, which he kept 
together in a bundle or in a box. And there is no reason whatever for rejecting 
such a supposition.” 127 Prentice was deeply convinced that classical authors 
resorted to loose sheets of papyrus or parchment that they kept bundled or in 
boxes—the whole corresponding to an authorial manuscript—before organizing 
125 See “Maqriziana I/2,” 93–94.
126 See above, p. 25.
127 W. K. Prentice, “How Thucydides Wrote His History,” Classical Philology 25 (1930): 125, quoted 
by Dorandi, Le Stylet, 6.
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them and copying the final version on papyrus rolls. Since then, classicists have 
moderated Prentice’s views and generally consider that if note-cards were used, it 
was only in the first stage of the work: for the taking of notes, for excerpts, or for 
occasional additions to the final text. 128 As can be deduced, the problem resides 
in the transfer, the addition of data to a written text, and implicitly has to deal 
with the organization of the material. It is indeed quite difficult to move or to add 
information in a manuscript, be it a roll made of sheets pasted one to the other 
or a codex made of quires. If one is working, say, on a biographical dictionary 
alphabetically organized, he should ideally write each entry as an independent 
unit, so that it will be possible for him to move it according to the evolution of the 
work and the discovery of new material. Additional data pertaining to a biography 
could be added in the margins, if limited, or on a slip of paper inserted between 
two sheets with a cipher indicating where this addition must find its place. Once 
the author considers his work completed, a fair copy is produced. The note-card 
can thus be just a slip, a sheet, or even a quire, but the common feature is that it 
can be moved without requiring rewriting.
What about Islamic authors? Fortunately, the indirect tradition provides more 
examples than classicists could hope for. Some of them had already been collected 
by Rosenthal as early as 1947, 129 who showed that the terminology still remains 
to be investigated, according to the period and probably the area of origin of an 
author, as various terms are referred to in this study with the meaning of “notes.” 
Indeed, a clear distinction must be made between the notes which resulted from 
the reading and summarizing activity of a scholar and the note-cards which are 
already the result of his composing activity. The first represents the raw material 
which he will perhaps reuse, while the latter corresponds to a later stage, being 
preliminary to final redaction. The quotation of Ibn Ṭāwūs’ description of his 
personal working method, though precise, 130 provides another testimony to the 
use of note-cards. While the ones meant to keep his personal ideas are referred 
to as ruqayʿāt (slips of paper), the others containing the quotations from the 
secondary literature are defined as qāʾimah/qawāʾim (individual sheets of paper) 
which could be reorganized according to the scheme of the work. On the basis 
of these indirect witnesses, it can be ascertained that note-cards were one of 
the various techniques used by Muslim authors to compose their books. If the 
indirect tradition had long ago provided convincing evidence of the use of note-
cards, there was still a lack of examples of the direct tradition. Once again, the 
unusual collection of direct witnesses of al-Maqrīzī’s authorial activity helps to fill 
128 Ibid., 25.
129 Rosenthal, The Technique and Approach of Muslim Scholarship, 6 ff.
130 See above, p. 5.
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this gap. Examples of note-cards, implying that card indexes must have existed, 
have been tentatively identified as such in Al-Muqaffá 131 and Al-Khiṭaṭ, 132 where 
biographies or details have been added on slips of paper inserted in the quires. 
In these particular cases, the note-cards seem to result from the necessity to add 
a biography or information at an already advanced stage of the work, hence the 
organization in quires, and in this sense these should be considered more as a 
technical solution, not necessarily implying the existence of a card index. Be that 
as it may, they correspond to what one can call note-cards: they were produced 
once a new source was discovered, read, and perhaps summarized; then the data 
was selected, organized, and quoted or paraphrased, and finally written on a slip 
of paper appended at the right place in the work in progress. In some cases, the 
material read could be directly transferred on a slip of paper. At the end, once 
the fair copy was made, the note-cards were intended to be discarded together 
with the draft. Nonetheless, an instance illustrating the whole process (summary, 
note-card, draft, fair copy), therefore confirming the status of the card, had never 
previously been discovered. It is only by chance that such a witness has survived 
in the notebook, given that it represents a hapax. 133
131 Witkam, “Les Autographes,” 94.
132 See Sayyid, “Remarques sur la composition des Ḫiṭaṭ de Maqrīzī.”
133 Item XXXVIII must have played the same role, but unfortunately one stage of the process 
(summary) is missing now.
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MS 2232, fol. 145r (Courtesy Université de Liège)
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MS 2232, fol. 145v (Courtesy Université de Liège)
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Originally, fol. 145 (items LXIV–LXV) was a loose piece of paper which had 
been attached to the notebook by a narrow strip of paper by a later owner. It 
consists of two quotations from Fatimid sources, each one lying on one side of the 
leaf: al-Musabbiḥī on the recto and Ibn al-Maʾmūn on the verso. 134 Both deal with 
a similar subject (the etiquette observed at the Fatimid court on the occasion of 
the feast of ʿĀshūrāʾ), and together with the layout as well as the size of the slip 
(9.5 x 16 cm), it must be identified as a note-card. The following demonstration 
will corroborate this statement. In Ibn al-Maʾmūn’s text found on the note-card, 
two quotations may be identified: the first one which, erroneously as we shall 
see, refers to the year 512 (read 513), and the other one, placed just at the end 
of the latter from which it is separated by “wa-qāla,” which deals with a similar 
event that took place, once again mistakenly, in 416 (read 516). Physically, both 
quotations were rendered jointly as al-Maqrīzī did not indent a new line for the 
second quotation. It can only be differentiated thanks to the extended form of the 
introductory word “wa-qāla.” Turning to what was considered by al-Maqrīzī as 
the recto, it can be observed that the quotation from al-Musabbiḥī is smaller and 
that it does not fill the whole space. From this, it can be deduced that al-Maqrīzī 
obviously wanted to separate the two sources although they spoke of a similar 
event. The result is a note-card with different sources on each side, but all dealing 
with the same event. If this interpretation is confirmed, it should mean that al-
Maqrīzī made it while consulting the original sources or the resumés he made 
from them, at different intervals. Fortunately, the notebook preserves a short 
resumé of Ibn al-Maʾmūn’s Tārīkh, now lost (no. XVIII). It specifically touches on 
events which took place between 501 and 515. On fols. 158v–159r, under the 
year 513, the text of the first quotation found on the note-card appears in almost 
exactly the same words. The comparison proves concretely that the aim of fol. 
145 was to provide al-Maqrīzī with a tool to be used in one of his works, and this 
tool could only be a card. It remains that if it was really a card, we should find its 
text in one of al-Maqrīzī’s works, and, why not, in an autograph copy of it. In this 
way, the demonstration would be complete and unquestionable. It happens that 
the text of the card found its way into his Al-Khiṭaṭ and, by chance, it appears in 
the preserved part of the autograph draft of this work too.
A thorough study of the autograph draft reveals a striking feature on fol. 130r. 
The title (dhikr mā kāna yuʿmal fī yawm ʿ āshūrāʾ), written in red ink, was cancelled 
by al-Maqrīzī, while the text following it was maintained.
134 Actually, this piece of paper is bound on the wrong side given that al-Musabbiḥī’s quotation 
pertains to the year 396 while Ibn al-Maʾmūn’s deals with the year 512 (to be corrected to 513).
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MS 1472, fols. 129v–130r (Courtesy Topkapı Sarayı Müzesi Kütüphanesi)
MS 1472, fols. 128v–129r (Courtesy Topkapı Sarayı Müzesi Kütüphanesi)
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Turning to the immediately preceding folio (129r), one notices that it starts 
with the same title crossed out on fol. 130r and, even more strikingly, the title is 
followed by the introductory words of the first quotation found on fol. 130r (qāla 
Ibn Zūlāq), although the quotation is not found on fol. 129r. Instead, one reads 
“thumma baʿdahu qāla al-Musabbiḥī.” From this, it can be inferred that al-Maqrīzī 
wanted the text written on fol. 129 to be inserted after the quotation from Ibn 
Zūlāq found on fol. 130r. This is confirmed by the words added at the end of fol. 
129v: “wa-qāla Ibn al-Ṭuwayr,” after which there follows a blank representing one 
third of the folio. Here again, al-Maqrīzī clearly indicated that, after this addition 
contained in fol. 129, the text had to proceed with the next quotation on fol. 130r, 
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First, al-Maqrīzī wrote a section dealing with the events that took place on 
the occasion of the feast of ʿāshūrāʾ during the Fatimid period. At that time, he 
only had access to two sources which addressed this event: Ibn Zūlāq and Ibn al-
Ṭuwayr. Later on, he gained access to two other sources (al-Musabbiḥī and Ibn al-
Maʾmūn), from which he made resumés 135 and, a second time, a note-card for this 
particular subject. The note-card was not inserted in the draft already prepared, 
although the additional text was meant to be inserted between the texts of Ibn 
Zūlāq and Ibn al-Ṭuwayr. Indeed, the chronological order had to be observed and, 
while Ibn Zūlāq spoke of an event that took place in 363, al-Musabbiḥī and Ibn 
al-Maʾmūn’s texts dealt with the same event that happened later, but before Ibn 
al-Ṭuwayr’s quotation. Instead of rewriting the whole quire, which represented a 
waste of time and paper, he preferred to add a leaf to the quire and indicate where 
the text had to be placed in the fair copy. He could not indicate it better than by 
cancelling the original title and rewriting it at the beginning of the additional 
text leaf. The question remains why al-Maqrīzī did not simply paste the note-card 
between fols. 128 and 130, as he did in many cases in several of his works. The 
answer is provided by the comparison of the text of the note-card with fol. 129 in 
the draft of Al-Khiṭaṭ: it reveals that both texts are identical, save some irrelevant 
discrepancies. However, this time, all the quotations follow each other, without 
physical separation. And more importantly, there is one additional quotation from 
Ibn al-Maʾmūn’s Tārīkh, regarding the year 517, which was placed at the end of 
fol. 129v, before shifting to Ibn al-Ṭuwayr’s text: it indicates that another note-
card made for the same purpose existed and was copied here. Al-Maqrīzī probably 
felt uncomfortable pasting two note-cards in the same place, fearing that both 
could inadvertently be taken off or worked loose during the manipulation of the 
draft. Copying them anew seemed less risky to him. It is clear that al-Maqrīzī 
definitely worked with note-cards with the purpose of adding material to his 
books in embryo or already at an advanced stage and that he could organize 
them, in this particular case, according to chronological criteria.
There is more to say. We have come to the conclusion that the resumé of Ibn 
al-Maʾmūn’s Tārīkh (no. XVIII) in the notebook could be dated through a terminus 
post quem to after 831. 136 On this basis, the note-card, and consequently fol. 129 in 
the draft of Al-Khiṭaṭ, must have been copied after that date. Thanks to this dating, 
it is now possible to postulate that a fair copy of that work was not produced 
before 831!
Of concern too is the comparison of the various versions. The source is 
135 This is now confirmed for al-Musabbiḥī, thanks to the reading note al-Maqrīzī added on the title 
page of vol. 40 (see Appendix II) and a note ascribable to him in the notebook (see “Maqriziana 
I/2,” 96–97, 117–18 (last page, line 3, read “al-Mundhirī” instead of “al-Maqrīzī”).
136 See above, p. 23. 
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ﻭﻓﻲ ﻳﻮﻡ ﻋﺎﺷﻮﺭﺍء ﻋﺒﺊ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ ﺑﻤﺠﻠﺲ ﺍﻟﻌﻄﺎﻳﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻲ ﺩﺍﺭ ﺍﻷﻓﻀﻞ ﺑﻦ ﺃﻣﻴﺮ
ﺍﻟﺠﻴﻮﺵ  ﻭﻫـﻮ  ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ  ﺍﻟﻤﺨﺘﺺ  ﺑﻌﺎﺷﻮﺭﺍء  ﻭﻫـﻮ  ﻳﻌﺒﺄ  ﺑﻐﻴﺮ  ﻓﻲ  ﻏﻴﺮ
ﺍﻟﻤﻜﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﺠﺎﺭﻱ ﺑﻪ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﺩﺓ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻷﻋﻴﺎﺩ ﻭﻻ ﻳﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﺪﻭﺭﺓ ﺧﺸﺐ ﺑﻞ ﺳﻔﺮﺓ ﻛﺒﻴﺮﺓ
ﺃﺩﻡ ﻭﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ ﺗﻠﻮﻫﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ ﻣﺮﺍﻓﻊ ﻧﺤﺎﺱ ﻭﺟﻤﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﺰﺑﺎﺩﻱ ﺃﺟﺒﺎﻥ ﻭﺳﻼﺋﻖ
ﻭﻣﺨﻠﻼﺕ  ﻭﺟﻤﻴﻊ  ﺍﻟﺨﺒﺰ  ﺷﻌﻴﺮ  ﻭﺧﺮﺝ  ﺍﻷﻓﻀﻞ  ﻣﻦ  ﺑﺎﺏ  ﻓﺮﺩ  ﺍﻟﻜﻢ  ﺟﻠﺲ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺑﺴﺎﻁ ﺻﻮﻑ    ﻭﺍﺳﺘﻔﺘﺢ  ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺮﺋﻮﻥ  ﻭﺍﺳﺘﺪﻋﻴﺖ
ﺍﻷﺷـﺮﺍﻑ  ﻋﻠﻰ  ﻃﺒﻘﺎﺗﻬﻢ  ﻭُﺟﻤﻞ  ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ  ﺑﻬﻢ  ﻭﻗﺪﻡ  ﺍﻟﺼﺤﻦ  ﺍﻷﻭﻝ  ﻣﻦ  ﺍﻟﺬﻱ
ﺑﻴﻦ ﻳﺪﻱ ﺍﻷﻓﻀﻞ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺁﺧﺮ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ ﻋﺪﺱ ﺃﺳﻮﺩ ﺛﻢ ﺑﻌﺪﻩ ﻋﺪﺱ ﻣﺼﻔﻰ041 ﺇﻟﻰ
ﺁﺧﺮ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ ﺛﻢ ﺭﻓﻊ ﻭﻗﺪﻣﺖ ﺻﺤﻮﻥ ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﺎ ﻋﺴﻞ ﻧﺤﻞ.
ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺮﻳﺰﻱ، ﻣﺨﺘﺎﺭ ﻣﻦ ﺳﻴﺮﺓ ﺍﻟﻤﺄﻣﻮﻥ ﺍﻟﺒﻄﺎﺋﺤﻲ )ﻣﺦ. ﻟﻴﺎﺝ، ٨٥١ﺏ-٩٥١ﺃ(.
. . . ﺳﻨﺔ ٣١٥ . . .
ﻭﻓـــﻲ  ﻳـــﻮﻡ  ﻋـــﺎﺷـــﻮﺭﺍء  ﻋ ــﺒ ــﺊ  ﺍﻟــﺴــﻤــﺎﻁ  ﺑـﻤـﺠـﻠـﺲ  ﺍﻟﻌﻄﺎﻳﺎ
  ﻭﻫﻮ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ ﺍﻟﻤﺨﺘﺺ ﺑﻴﻮﻡ ﻋﺎﺷﻮﺭﺍء ﻭﻳﻌﺒﺄ ﺑﻐﻴﺮ
ﺍﻟﻤﻜﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﺠﺎﺭﻱ ﺑﻪ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﺩﺓ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻷﻋﻴﺎﺩ ﻭﻻ ﻳﻌﻤﻞ ﻣﺪﻭﺭﺓ ﺧﺸﺐ ﺑﻞ ﺳﻔﺮﺓ ﻛﺒﻴﺮﺓ
ﺃﺩﻡ  ﻭﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ  ﺗﻠﻮﻫﺎ  ﺑﻐﻴﺮ  ﻣﺮﺍﻓﻊ  ﻧﺤﺎﺱ  ﻭﺟﻤﻴﻊ  ﺍﻟﺰﺑﺎﺩﻱ  ﺃﺟﺒﺎﻥ  ﻭﺳﻼﺋﻖ831
ﻭﻣﺨﻠﻼﺕ  ﻭﺟﻤﻴﻊ  ﺍﻟﺨﺒﺰ  ﺷﻌﻴﺮ  ﻭﺧﺮﺝ  ﺍﻷﻓﻀﻞ  ﻣﻦ  ﺑﺎﺏ  ﻓﺮﺩ  ﺍﻟﻜﻢ  ﻓﺠﻠﺲ
ﻋﻠﻰ  ﺑﺴﺎﻁ  ﺻﻮﻑ  ﻣﻦ  ﻏﻴﺮ  ﻣﺴﻮﺭﺓ 931  ﻭﺍﺳﺘﻔﺘﺢ  ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺮﺋﻮﻥ  ﻭﺍﺳﺘﺪﻋﻴﺖ
ﺍﻷﺷﺮﺍﻑ  ﻋﻠﻰ  ﻃﺒﻘﺎﺗﻬﻢ  ﻓﺠﻤﻞ  ﺑﻬﻢ  ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ  ﻭﻗﺪﻡ  ﺍﻟﺼﺤﻦ  ﺍﻷﻭﻝ  ﻣﻦ  ﺍﻟﺬﻱ
ﺑﻴﻦ ﻳﺪﻱ ﺍﻷﻓﻀﻞ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺁﺧﺮ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ ﻋﺪﺱ ﺃﺳﻮﺩ ﺛﻢ ﺑﻌﺪﻩ ﻋﺪﺱ ﻣﺼﻔﻰ ﺇﻟﻰ
ﺁﺧﺮ ﺍﻟﺴﻤﺎﻁ ﺛﻢ ﺭﻓﻊ ﻭﻗﺪﻣﺖ ﺻﺤﻮﻥ ﺟﻤﻴﻌﻬﺎ ﻋﺴﻞ ﻧﺤﻞ.
.ereh deiduts si eseht fo tsrfi eht ylno ,ecaps fo ekas eht roF 731
 ti taht gnitacidni ,]cis ,?āhdak ,.e.i[ ﻙ a ekil skool taht drow eht revo lobmys a tup īzīrqaM-lA 831
.gninaem sti fo noitanalpxe na deriuqer
.evoba sa kramer emaS 931
.ﻣﺼﻔﺎ nettirW 041
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As stated earlier, the first quotation of Ibn al-Maʾmūn on the note-card was 
selected by al-Maqrīzī in the summary he prepared of this source. At a later 
stage, the text of the note-card was transferred into the draft of the Khiṭaṭ and 
later on to the fair copy which was produced on this basis. The quotation deals 
with the events that took place during the feast of ʿāshūrāʾ during the second 
decade of the sixth/twelfth century. According to Ibn al-Maʾmūn, on that day, a 
tablecloth (simāṭ), reserved for that purpose only, was laid in the council of the 
gifts (majlis al-ʿaṭāyā). 148 He then proceeds to give details on the characteristics 
of this tablecloth, the dishes, and the etiquette followed on this occasion. The 
source being lost, it is obviously difficult to say whether al-Maqrīzī paraphrased 
the original text or not. The general impression is that he was summarizing 
without significantly modifying the source. A confirmation of this may be seen in 
the fact that the text is very descriptive and that al-Maqrīzī did not omit words 
he clearly did not understand. Two instances occur in the text. In both cases, 
141 Not ﺎﻫﻮﻠﻌﻳ as in al-Maqrīzī, Musawwadat Kitāb al-Mawāʿiẓ wa-al-Iʿtibār, 316.
142 Not ﺓﺭﻮﺸﻣ as in ibid. Over the word, al-Maqrīzī put a ﻙ as in the resumé, indicating his perplexity 
towards this word and the necessity to explain it. See note 138 and p. 36 above.
143 Not ﻞДﻤُﺣﻭ as in ibid.
144 Not ﻢﻬﻟ as in ibid.
145 ﺎﻬﻌﻴﻤﺟ is lacking in ibid.
146 Būlāq ed., 1:431=Ibn al-Maʾmūn al-Baṭāʾiḥī, Nuṣūṣ min Akhbār Miṣr, ed. Ayman Fuʾād Sayyid 
(Cairo, 1983), 15. The discrepancies between the Būlāq edition and Ibn al-Maʾmūn’s text with 
Sayyid’s edition of the Khiṭaṭ are not indicated here.
147 The editor added a footnote on the basis of a marginal note found by the copyist in al-Maqrīzī’s 
handwriting: ﺓﺭﻭﺪﻤﻟﺍ ﺎﻨﻨﻣﺯ ﻲﻓ ﺎﻬﻟ ﻝﺎﻘﻳ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﻲﻫﻭ ﻡﺩﺃ ﻦﻣ ﺄﻜّﺘﻣ ﻢﻴﻤﻟﺍ ﺮﺴﻜﺑ ﺓﺭﻮﺴﻤﻟﺍﻭ ﺭﻮﺴﻤﻟﺍ.
148 On this council, instituted by the vizier al-Afḍal, see al-Maqrīzī, Al-Khiṭaṭ (Būlāq ed., 1:483= 
Sayyid ed., 2:573–74).
146 .٤١٩:٢ ،(،ﺪﻴﺳ .ﻑ .ﺃ ﻖﻴﻘﺤﺗ) ﻂﻄﺨﻟﺍ ،ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
ﺔﺋﺎﻤﺴﻤﺧﻭ ﺓﺮﺸﻋ ﺲﻤﺧ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﻳ ءﺍﺭﻮﺷﺎﻋ ﻡﻮﻳ ﻲﻓﻭ :ﻥﻮﻣﺄﻤﻟﺍ ﻦﺑﺍ ﻝﺎﻗﻭ
ﺎﻬﻨﻜﺴﻳ  ﻥﺎﻛ  ﻲﺘﻟﺍ  ﺮﺼﻤﺑ  ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ  ﺭﺍﺩ  ﻦﻣ  ﺎﻳﺎﻄﻌﻟﺍ  ﺲﻠﺠﻤﺑ  ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ  ﺊﺒﻋ
ﺮﻴﻏ ﻲﻓ ﺄﺒﻌﻳ ﻮﻫﻭ ءﺍﺭﻮﺷﺎﻌﺑ ﺺﺘﺨﻤﻟﺍ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﻮﻫﻭ ﺵﻮﻴﺠﻟﺍ ﺮﻴﻣﺃ ﻦﺑ ﻞﻀﻓﻷﺍ
ﺓﺮﻴﺒﻛ ﺓﺮﻔﺳ ﻞﺑ ﺐﺸﺧ ﺓﺭﻭﺪﻣ ﻞﻤﻌﻳ ﻻﻭ ﺩﺎﻴﻋﻷﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺓﺩﺎﻌﻟﺍ ﻪﺑ ﻱﺭﺎﺠﻟﺍ ﻥﺎﻜﻤﻟﺍ
ﻖﺋﻼﺳﻭ ﻥﺎﺒﺟﺃ ﻱﺩﺎﺑﺰﻟﺍ ﻊﻴﻤﺟﻭ ﺱﺎﺤﻧ ﻊﻓﺍﺮﻣ ﺮﻴﻏ ﻦﻣ ﺎﻫﻮﻠﻌﻳ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍﻭ ﻡﺩﺃ ﻦﻣ
ﺲﻠﺟﻭ ﻢﻜﻟﺍ ﺩﺮﻓ ﺏﺎﺑ ﻦﻣ ﻞﻀﻓﻷﺍ ﺝﺮﺧﻭ ﺮﻴﻌﺷ ﻦﻣ ﺰﺒﺨﻟﺍ ﻊﻴﻤﺟﻭ ﺕﻼﻠﺨﻣﻭ
ﺖﻴﻋﺪﺘﺳﺍﻭ  ﻥﻮﺋﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ  ﺢﺘﻔﺘﺳﺍﻭ  147 ﺓَﺭَﻮﺴДﻣ  ﺮﻴﻏ  ﻦﻣ  ﻑﻮﺻ  ﻁﺎﺴﺑ  ﻰﻠﻋ
 ﻱﺬﻟﺍ ﻝﻭﻷﺍ ﻦﺤﺼﻟﺍ ﻲﻓ ﻞﻤﻋ ﺪﻗﻭ ﻢﻬﻟ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﻞﻤﺣﻭ ﻢﻬﺗﺎﻘﺒﻃ ﻰﻠﻋ ﻑﺍﺮﺷﻷﺍ
ﻰﻟﺇ ﻰﻔﺼﻣ ﺱﺪﻋ ﻩﺪﻌﺑ ﻢﺛ ﺩﻮﺳﺃ ﺱﺪﻋ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﺮﺧﺁ ﻰﻟﺇ ﻞﻀﻓﻷﺍ ﻱﺪﻳ ﻦﻴﺑ
.ﻞﺤﻧ ﻞﺴﻋ ﺎﻬﻌﻴﻤﺟ ﻥﻮﺤﺻ ﺖﻣﺪﻗﻭ ﻊﻓﺭ ﻢﺛ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﺮﺧﺁ
.(ﺃ١٢٩ ،١٤٧٢ ﻱﺍﺮﺳ ﻮﺒﻗ ﺏﻮﻃ .ﺦﻣ) ﻂﻄﺨﻟﺍ ﺓﺩﻮﺴﻣ ،ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ
ﺔﺋﺎﻤﺴﻤﺧﻭ ﺓﺮﺸﻋ ﺲﻤﺧ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﻳ ءﺍﺭﻮﺷﺎﻋ ﻡﻮﻳ ﻲﻓﻭ :ﻥﻮﻣﺄﻤﻟﺍ ﻦﺑﺍ ﻝﺎﻗﻭ
ﻦﻜﺳ ﺖﻧﺎﻛ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﺮﺼﻤﺑ ﻚﻠﻤﻟﺍ ﺭﺍﺩ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻨﻌﻳ ﺎﻳﺎﻄﻌﻟﺍ ﺲﻠﺠﻤﺑ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﺊﺒﻋ
ﺮﻴﻏ ﻲﻓ ﺄﺒﻌﻳ ﻮﻫﻭ ءﺍﺭﻮﺷﺎﻌﺑ ﺺﺘﺨﻤﻟﺍ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﻮﻫﻭ ﺵﻮﻴﺠﻟﺍ ﺮﻴﻣﺃ ﻦﺑ ﻞﻀﻓﻷﺍ
ﺓﺮﻴﺒﻛ ﺓﺮﻔﺳ ﻞﺑ ﺐﺸﺧ ﺓﺭﻭﺪﻣ ﻞﻤﻌﻳ ﻻﻭ ﺩﺎﻴﻋﻷﺍ ﻲﻓ ﺓﺩﺎﻌﻟﺍ ﻪﺑ ﻱﺭﺎﺠﻟﺍ ﻥﺎﻜﻤﻟﺍ
ﻖﺋﻼﺳﻭ ﻥﺎﺒﺟﺃ ﻱﺩﺎﺑﺰﻟﺍ ﻊﻴﻤﺟﻭ ﺱﺎﺤﻧ ﻊﻓﺍﺮﻣ ﺮﻴﻏ ﻦﻣ 141 ﺎﻫﻮﻠﺗ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍﻭ ﻡﺩﺃ
ﺲﻠﺟﻭ  ﻢﻜﻟﺍ  ﺩﺮﻓ  ﺏﺎﺑ  ﻦﻣ  ﻞﻀﻓﻷﺍ  ﺝﺮﺧﻭ  ﺮﻴﻌﺷ  ﺰﺒﺨﻟﺍ  ﻊﻴﻤﺟﻭ  ﺕﻼﻠﺨﻣﻭ
ﺖﻴﻋﺪﺘﺳﺍﻭ  ﻥﻮﺋﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ  ﺢﺘﻔﺘﺳﺍﻭ  142 ﺓﺭَﻮﺴﻣ  ﺮﻴﻏ  ﻦﻣ  ﻑﻮﺻ  ﻁﺎﺴﺑ  ﻰﻠﻋ
ﻦﻣ  ﻝﻭﻷﺍ  ﻦﺤﺼﻟﺍ  ﻡﺪﻗﻭ  144 ﻢﻬﺑ  ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ  143 ﻞﻤُﺟﻭ  ﻢﻬﺗﺎﻘﺒﻃ  ﻰﻠﻋ  ﻑﺍﺮﺷﻷﺍ
ﻰﻔﺼﻣ ﺱﺪﻋ ﻩﺪﻌﺑ ﻢﺛ ﺩﻮﺳﺃ ﺱﺪﻋ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﺮﺧﺁ ﻰﻟﺇ ﻞﻀﻓﻷﺍ ﻱﺪﻳ ﻦﻴﺑ ﻱﺬﻟﺍ
.ﻞﺤﻧ ﻞﺴﻋ 145 ﺎﻬﻌﻴﻤﺟ ﻥﻮﺤﺻ ﺖﻣﺪﻗﻭ ﻊﻓﺭ ﻢﺛ ﻁﺎﻤﺴﻟﺍ ﺮﺧﺁ ﻰﻟﺇ
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al-Maqrīzī wrote the words as he read them, but indicated, through a symbol 
(kāf? for kadhā?), his perplexity and the need to provide an explanation of both 
terms, something he was able to do at a later stage, as we shall see. A collation 
of the summarized text with the excerpt found on the note-card reveals several 
discrepancies. First of all, the handwriting is noticeably different in the sense 
that the note-card is the result of haste: it appears as if al-Maqrīzī is just copying 
the text in a hurry and that is understandable as he is preparing a note-card. It 
is clearly visible in the less numerous diacritics and also in the modification he 
brings to the text while reading and writing it: while the summary gave bi-ghayr 
(l. 3), he changed it to fī ghayr directly after he wrote the words in accordance 
with the source, deleting them with a stroke. 149 On the other hand, his haste 
might be the reason why he made a mistake in copying the date. In the summary, 
the date was indicated in ciphers, while on the note-card, he wrote it in letters. 
But instead of 513, he wrote 512. Another interesting feature lies in the exegesis 
supplied in the note-card. The quotation, taken out of context, required some 
explanation. The council of the gifts, which was mentioned and explained in the 
summary under the year 512 (fol. 158r), 150 now lacked clarity and al-Maqrīzī 
added the required data just after its mention (yaʿnī min dār al-afḍal ibn amīr al-
juyūsh). More interestingly, one of the two terms al-Maqrīzī marked as requiring 
further clarification is missing completely in the note-card (min ghayr miswarah). 
Did he feel that he could not find the meaning and thus preferred to skip over 
it? In any case, he reconsidered his decision later on, given that it appears in 
the draft. Moving to the draft version, the changes made to the summary in the 
note-card all remain untouched. Nonetheless, other differences emerge: the date, 
mistaken in the note-card, here became 515 and this is the version to which al-
Maqrīzī ultimately adhered since it is the one that is provided in the final version. 
The basis on which this modification in the dating was made is unclear, since the 
summary, presumably made on the basis of the source, indicates the year 513. If 
he changed it to the year 515, this means that he found a corroborative indication 
of this in another source. This happened between the time when he produced the 
note-card and when he inserted it in the draft. As for the portion he skipped in 
the note-card (min ghayr miswarah), it surfaces here again with the typical symbol 151 
and a vowel. 152 Al-Maqrīzī thus returned to the summary and did not just copy 
the text of the note-card in this particular case. He probably remembered that he 
149 On l. 5, bi-ghayr is once again changed to min ghayr, this time directly during the writing 
process.
150 In the margin: ﺎﻳﺎﻄﻌﻟﺍ ﺲﻠﺠﻣ ﻰﻤﺴﻳ ﻞﻀﻓﻷﺍ ﻪﻴﻓ ﺲﻠﺠﻳ ﻱﺬﻟﺍ ﺲﻠﺠﻤﻟﺍ ﻥﺃ ﺔﻨﻄﻠﺴﻟﺍ ﺮﻣﺃ ﻢﻴﺨﻔﺗﻭ ﺔﻜﻠﻤﻤﻟﺍ ﻢﻴﻈﻌﺗ ﻦﻣ ﺭﺮﻗ ﺎﻣ ﺔﻠﻤﺟ ﻦﻣ.
151 This symbol did not attract the editor’s attention and he neglected to mention it in a footnote. 
See the Arabic text above, note 142.
152 Fatḥah on the wāw thus implying that the word had to be read miswarah.
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passed over this passage and felt it necessary to insert it despite his ignorance at 
the moment. The symbol is there, however, to remind him that the term needed 
an explanation. The definition was found later by al-Maqrīzī, at a time when the 
fair copy had already been made. So he added it in the margin. Fortunately, the 
copyist who relied on the fair copy did not neglect to transcribe the marginal 
additions in the author’s handwriting and we can now find the solution in the 
edition of Sayyid who provides it in a footnote: the miswarah was a round cushion 
made of leather on which one could lean. The equivalent given by al-Maqrīzī for 
his time (mudawwarah) indicates that the word was no longer understood in its 
technical meaning, hence his initial perplexity visible in all three stages.
Incidentally, the analysis of the four versions highlights the shortcomings of 
modern ecdotics. Each of the following examples selected in this very short excerpt 
will show that an editor should trust his text, especially if it is an autograph 
manuscript. The first one deals with the tablecloth. Ibn al-Maʾmūn explains that 
this cloth (simāṭ) was laid out on this special occasion and that a large dining table 
(sufrah) of leather was prepared for this, rather than a round table (mudawwarah) 
of wood. The text then specifies where the tablecloth was laid: the three autograph 
versions clearly supply the word tilwahā (upon it). 153 The editor of the draft of Al-
Khiṭaṭ however relied heavily, it would seem, on the Būlāq edition and preferred 
the reading yaʿlūhā, which does not change the meaning, but in the end the word 
is not al-Maqrīzī’s. Again, in the new edition of Al-Khiṭaṭ, the same reading is 
provided, without referring to the correct reading in the draft. The same applies 
to the second example. In the three versions, one can read, thanks to a diacritic 
and a vowel, the whole in al-Maqrīzī’s handwriting: wa-jummila al-simāṭ bihim 
(and the tablecloth was embellished by their [presence, i.e., the ashrāf]). 154 Both 
in the edition of the draft and of the final version, the editor has followed the 
Būlāq reading: wa-ḥumila al-simāṭ lahum (and the tablecloth was brought to them), 
which, this time, profoundly changes the meaning of the sentence. Last but not 
least, at the end of the quotation, the reader is confronted with a confusing phrase 
in the three autograph versions, which only becomes clear in the final version. 
The original text reads: wa-quddima al-ṣaḥn al-awwal min alladhī bayna yaday 
al-Afḍal ilá ākhir al-simāṭ ʿadas aswad thumma baʿdahu ʿadas muṣaffan ilá ākhir 
al-simāṭ thumma rufiʿa wa-quddimat ṣuḥūn jamīʿuhā ʿasal naḥl. One understands 
that, once everybody was seated around the tablecloth, the first dish, containing 
black lentils, was passed around starting from the one [the sharīf] who was facing 
al-Afḍal until the end of the tablecloth; then, it was followed by pureed lentils 
153 The text adds: “without brass stands” (bi-ghayr/min ghayr marāfiʿ nuḥās), i.e., the dining table, 
with the tablecloth upon it, was laid on the ground.
154 The place of the ḍammah is unquestionable and can not be considered as being over the mīm, in 
which case the translation would have been: “and the tablecloth befitted them.”
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passed around until the end of the tablecloth. Thereupon, it was cleared and 
other dishes containing bee-honey were passed around. The problem lies in the 
structure of the sentence which is partly ungrammatical: ʿadas aswad is governed 
by nothing. Clearly, something is missing, although al-Maqrīzī apparently did not 
wince as he copied it thrice! The examination of the final version reveals that 
the meaning of the sentence has been completely modified through a subterfuge: 
the beginning has become wa-qad ʿumila fī, meaning that black lentils had been 
made in the first dish. Of course, ʿadas aswad is now the subject of the sentence, 
but does it tally with the manuscripts of the final version or the Būlāq edition? 
Unfortunately, the present writer did not have access to the manuscript used by 
the editor for his edition of the second volume of Al-Khiṭaṭ, but there is no reason 
to believe that, for the three cases studied, al-Maqrīzī wrote a word or a sentence 
three times and that he misread it in the final version of his book. Even though 
the third case presents a grammatical mistake, an editor should give the actual 
reading, especially if he is dealing with an autograph manuscript.
REFERRING TO THE NOTEBOOK?
As it is now established that notebooks were produced by al-Maqrīzī and that this 
was not peculiar to him, but that almost every scholar followed this practice, we 
may wonder whether or not he ever referred to his notebooks and if other scholars 
also made such references to his personal notebooks. The answer proposed to 
the first of these questions will help us to understand how al-Maqrīzī considered 
them, as we have seen that various terms were used by the scholars when they 
referred to their notes. At the present stage of this research, three unequivocal 
testimonies have been detected in al-Maqrīzī’s preserved oeuvre.
The first one has been known since 1797, when the treatise on numismatics 
(Shudhūr al-ʿUqūd) was published for the first time. 155 In this opuscule composed 
at the request of Sultan al-Muʾayyad Shaykh, after 818/1415, 156 al-Maqrīzī, while 
dealing with an aspect of metrology, added a very personal statement: wa-qad 
dhakartu ṭuruq hādhā al-ḥadīth wa-al-kalām ʿalayhi fī majāmīʿī (“I mentioned the 
ways of transmission of this tradition and the discussion of it in my miscellanies”). 
De Sacy thought, on the sole basis of this statement, that those miscellanies 
155 Antoine I. Silvestre de Sacy, Traité des monnoies musulmanes (Paris, 1797); Historia monetæ 
Arabicæ, ed. and trans O. G. Tychsen (Rostock, 1797).
156 The author mentions the dirham muʾayyadī that appeared during that year. See Daniel Eustache, 
“Études de numismatique et de métrologie musulmanes II,” Hespéris Tamuda 10 (1969): 132 
(trans.) and 133 (Ar. text); John L. Meloy, “The Merits of Economic History: Re-Reading al-
Maqrīzī’s Ighāthah and Shudhūr,” MSR 7, no. 2 (2003): 197.
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contained legal judgements. 157 He was followed in his interpretation by Eustache, 158 
who went further, conjecturing that al-Maqrīzī collected in these volumes the 
quotations of the traditions dealing with matters he treated in his writings. He 
consequently could skip quoting some of these traditions in his opuscule, arguing 
that they were all available in those miscellanies. Eustache was not far from 
having solved the problem. The majāmīʿ are undoubtedly to be identified with 
the notebooks where al-Maqrīzī summarized numerous sources he utilized in 
his writings. As already emphasized, 159 the codex leodiensis contains a resumé of 
Wakīʿ’s Kitāb al-Danānīr wa-al-Darāhim. On fol. 155r, the traditions quoted by al-
Maqrīzī in his treaty can be read and the temptation to link the reference to the 
notebooks with this passage is great. However, the chains of transmitters are not 
provided in the resumé and, of course, no discussion of the question takes place, 
as it is not a personal work. Thus, the reference is obviously to another notebook. 
Yet it demonstrates that the notebooks were referred to as “miscellanies” by al-
Maqrīzī and that they not only contained resumés, but also personal statements 
on certain matters.
The second reference also confirms the mnemonic function of the notebooks. At 
the end of the first volume of Al-Sulūk, 160 al-Maqrīzī jotted down some preparatory 
notes. On fol. 261r, he relates a story about ‘Alī’s grandson through Ḥusayn, 
named ‘Alī, and the poem al-Farazdaq composed on that occasion. The first verse 
is quoted by al-Maqrīzī, who added just after it: al-abyāt wa-ʿiddatuhā thamāniyah 
wa-ʿishrūn bayt qad dhakartuhā fī majāmīʿī (“the number of verses is twenty-eight 
which I mentioned in my miscellanies”). This example further establishes that 
the notebook contained resumés based on his reading, to which he referred in 
his personal notes. In this case, the story found at the end of the first volume 
of Al-Sulūk was read by al-Maqrīzī in a given source. He noted the story, but 
remembered that he had already taken note of al-Farazdaq’s poetry on another 
occasion. It is likely that al-Maqrīzī had read the poetry in a different source, 
possibly out of context, and that he was satisfied with indicating the first verse 
only and referring to his notebooks for further reading. 
Finally, the third attestation helps to clarify the contents of the notebooks. It 
appears in his Durar al-ʿUqūd al-Farīdah, the biographical dictionary devoted to 
his contemporaries. Expounding on the merits of his colleague Ibn Duqmāq, he 
stated, with some rudeness, that: “Among this [negligence], there is the fact that 
157 Silvestre de Sacy, Traité des monnoies musulmanes, 11 n. 16.
158 Eustache, “Études de numismatique et de métrologie musulmanes II,” 152 n. 42.
159 “Maqriziana I/2,” 58–60.
160 Istanbul MS Yeni Cami 887.
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he borrowed my personal notebooks (majāmīʿī). 161 When he died, my eyes fell 
on what he had written about the story of Tīmūrlank the Tyrant, and lo there he 
had copied a section on Tīmūr’s seizing of Ḥalab that I had written in which I 
said: ‘A trustworthy witness informed me that he saw . . .’ He copied as he saw: 
‘A trustworthy witness informed me . . .,’ making the reader believe that he was 
the author of this section. By God! He did not find this section except in my 
handwriting.” 162 Besides the anecdotal side of this report, which has to deal with 
the concept of intellectual property and the question of plagiarism, 163 another 
reference to the notebooks is clearly made: they even could be lent to a colleague 
who could read them and benefit from them, provided, as al-Maqrīzī suggests, 
that he indicated his source for that information. It furthermore allows us to 
conclude that the notebooks also included pieces of personal redaction and that 
these presumably short pieces were called by al-Maqrīzī himself juzʾ (a section, 
but more likely a single-quire section). 164
The use of the term majmūʿ as meaning notebook, miscellany of notes, personal 
or not, is attested in the literature and was even used by al-Maqrīzī, when he 
spoke of his colleague and friend al-Awḥadī (d. 811/1408): wa-jamaʿa majāmīʿ 
(“He compiled notebooks”). 165 When describing al-Maqrīzī’s activity in the field 
of history, his biographers had recourse to the same word: wa-tawallaʿa bi-al-
tārīkh fa-ḥafiẓa minhu kathīran wa-jamaʿa fīhi shayʾan kathīran wa-ṣannafa fīhi 
kutub ḥasanah mufīdah khuṣūṣan fī tārīkh al-Qāhirah (“He was passionately fond 
of history. He memorized a lot of it, compiled a lot in [this field], and composed 
in it good and useful books, especially regarding the history of Cairo”). 166 This 
quotation is of particular importance, because the word jamaʿa is used in context 
with the term ṣannafa, thus clarifying the meaning of the first: he did not compile 
a work, but rather notes taken from other sources.
161 The text says “my notebooks in my own handwriting.” Al-Maqrīzī surely wants to differentiate 
them in order to state clearly to the reader that those were his personal notebooks and not those 
of others. This statement is important in view of the words that follow.
162 Taqī al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī al-Maqrīzī, Durar al-ʿUqūd al-Farīdah fī Tarājim al-Aʿyān al-Mufīdah, 
ed. Maḥmūd al-Jalīlī (Beirut, 2002), 1:102: 
 ﺭﻮﻤﻴﺗ ﺬﺧﺃ ﻲﻓ ﻼﺼﻓ ﺐﺘﻛ ﺪﻗ ﻮﻫ ﺍﺫﺈﻓ ﻪﻄﺧ ﻦﻣ ﻚﻨﻟﺭﻮﻤﻴﺗ ﺔﻴﻏﺎﻄﻟﺍ ﺭﺎﺒﺧﺃ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺖﻔﻗﻭ ﺕﺎﻣ ﺎﻤﻠﻓ ﻲﻄﺨﺑ ﻲﺘﻟﺍ ﻲﻌﻴﻣﺎﺠﻣ ﺮﻴﻌﺘﺴﻳ ﻥﺎﻛ ﻪﻧﺃ ﻚﻟﺫ ﻦﻤﻓ
 ءﺰﺠﻠﻟ ﻱﻭﺍﺮﻟﺍ ﻮﻫ ﻪﻧﺃ ﺮﻇﺎﻨﻟﺍ ﻢﻫﻮﻳ ﺭﺎﺼﻓ ﻢﻬﺗﺃ ﻻ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻧﺮﺒﺧﺃ ﻯﺃﺭ ﺎﻤﻛ ﻮﻫ ﺐﺘﻜﻓ ،ﺪﻫﺎﺷ ﻪﻧﺃ ﻢﻬﺗﺃ ﻻ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻧﺮﺒﺧﺃ : ﻪﻴﻓ ﺖﻠﻗ ﺪﻗ ﻲﻄﺧ ﻦﻣ ﺐﻠﺤﻟ
.ﻲﻄﺧ ﻦﻣ ﻻﺇ ءﺰﺠﻟﺍ ﻚﻟﺫ ﻰﻠﻋ ﻒﻗﻭ ﷲﺍﻭ ﻻﻭ
163 See, for further investigation, “Maqriziana IX.”
164 For this meaning, see Adam Gacek, The Arabic Manuscript Tradition: A Glossary of Technical 
Terms and Bibliography (Leiden, 2001), 23 (“independent, small piece of writing, usually not more 
than a quire”).
165 Taqī al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī Al-Maqrīzī, Al-Muqaffá al-Kabīr, ed. Muḥammad Al-Yaʿlāwī (Beirut, 
1411/1991), 1:513–14.
166 Ibn Fahd al-Hāshimī al-Makkī, Muʿjam al-Shuyūkh, 66.
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To conclude this section, it may be stated that al-Maqrīzī referred to his own 
notebooks with the word majmūʿ, 167 while other scholars preferred the term 
tadhkirah (memorandum) or taʿlīq (notebook). Though taʿlīq could also be applied 
to these kinds of texts, 168 it must still be demonstrated whether tadhkirah was 
also used by al-Maqrīzī to refer to his notebooks. A work of his is so titled. 169 It 
is unfortunately lost, but a later author could still consult it and make use of 
it. 170 The content of his introduction seems to indicate that Al-Tadhkirah is an 
independent work and not a notebook. Furthermore, a summary, prepared by the 
author himself (Muntakhab al-Tadhkirah), which has been partially preserved, 171 
establishes that Al-Tadhkirah was considered by al-Maqrīzī as a work and not a 
notebook: fa-hādhā kitāb . . . intakhabtuhu min kitābī al-musammá bi-al-Tadhkirah 
(“This is a book . . . that I condensed from my book entitled Al-Tadhkirah”). 172 The 
introduction clearly indicates that Al-Tadhkirah was a book on history, organized 
chronologically, starting from the pre-Islamic period, and that it was meant, in al-
167 When speaking of his master, Ibn Ḥajar, al-Sakhāwī explains that on one occasion he asked the 
latter for a copy of one of his many small treatises of traditions he heard and took note of. Ibn 
Ḥajar tore the requested piece from one of his notebooks (majmūʿ min majāmīʿihi). See Muḥammad 
ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Sakhāwī, Al-Jawāhir wa-al-Durar fī Tarjamat Shaykh al-Islām Ibn Ḥajar, ed. 
Ibrāhīm Bājas ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd (Beirut, 1419/1999), 3:1018.
168 The following quotation shows that Ibn Fahd was also authorized to consult al-Maqrīzī’s 
notebooks, during al-Maqrīzī’s last stay in Mecca that ended in 839. There, the word used to 
describe the notebooks is taʿlīq. It also means that they accompanied al-Maqrīzī in this travel 
to the Holy City. See Najm al-Dīn ʿUmar [Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad] Ibn Fahd al-Hāshimī al-
Makkī, Itḥāf al-Wará bi-Akhbār Umm al-Qurá, ed. Fahīm Muḥammad Shaltūt et al. (Mecca and 
Cairo, 1404–10/1983–90), 1:4: 
 ﻪﺘﻤﺣﺮﺑ ﷲﺍ ﻩﺪﻤﻐﺗ ﻱﺮﺼﻤﻟﺍ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﺭﺩﺎﻘﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻋ ﻦﺑ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﺱﺎﺒﻌﻟﺍ ﻲﺑﺃ ﻦﻳﺪﻟﺍ ﻲﻘﺗ ﺮﻴﺒﻜﻟﺍ ﺥﺭﺆﻤﻟﺍ ﺔﻣﻼﻌﻟﺍ ﻡﺎﻣﻹﺍ ﺎﻨﺨﻴﺷ ﻂﺨﺑ ﺖﻳﺃﺭ ﺪﻗﻭ
 ﻪﺼﻧ ﺎﻣ ﻪﻘﻴﻟﺎﻌﺗ ﺾﻌﺑ ﻲﻓ
(“I have read in the hand of our master, the leader, the well-versed scholar, the great historian 
Taqī al-Dīn Abū al-ʿAbbās Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī ibn ʿAbd al-Qādir al-Maqrīzī—may God protect him 
with his grace—in one of his notebooks (taʿālīq) what follows . . .”).
169 ʿ Izz al-Dīn ʿ Alī, Arbaʿat Muʾarrikhīn, 191 (no. 13). It consisted of about eighty volumes, according 
to Yūsuf Ibn Taghrībirdī, Al-Manhal al-Ṣāfī wa-al-Mustawfá baʿd al-Wāfī (Cairo, 1985–2005), 1:419, 
who, however, did not consider giving more detail about it.
170 Abū al-Fidāʾ Qāsim Ibn Quṭlūbughā al-Sūdūnī, Tāj al-Tarājim, ed. Muḥammad Khayr Ramaḍān 
Yūsuf (Damascus, 1413/1992), 85: 
 ،ﺔﻴﻔﻨﺤﻟﺍ ﺔﻤﺋﻷﺍ ﻢﺟﺍﺮﺗ ﻦﻣ ﻪﺒﺘﻛ ﺎﻣ ﺎﻬﻴﻓ ﺖﻳﺃﺭ . . . ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ . . . ﺎﻨﺨﻴﺷ ﺓﺮﻛﺬﺗ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺖﻔﻗﻭ ﺎﻤﻟ : ﻲﻔﻨﺤﻟﺍ ﺎﻐﺑﻮﻠﻄﻗ ﻦﺑ ﻢﺳﺎﻗ ﻒﻴﻌﻀﻟﺍ ﺪﺒﻌﻟﺍ ﻝﻮﻘﻴﻓ ﺪﻌﺑﻭ
 ﻒﻴﻨﺼﺗ ﻪﻟ ﻦﻣ ﺮﻛﺫ ﻰﻠﻋ ﺭﺎﺼﺘﻗﻻﺍ ﻦﻣ ﺪﺼﻗ ﺎﻣ ﻮﺤﻧ ﻰﻠﻋ ﻢﻬﻨﻣ ﻪﺑ ﻰﻤﺴﺗ ﻦﻣ ﻢﺟﺍﺮﺗ ﻦﻣ ﻲﻟ ﺮﺴﻴﺗ ﺎﻣ ﻢﺳﺍ ﻞﻜﺑ ﻖﺤﻟﺃ ﻥﺃ ﺖﺒﺒﺣﺄﻓ
(“Now then, the modest servant [of God], Qāsim ibn Quṭlūbughā al-Ḥanafī said: When I fell on the 
Tadhkirah of our master . . . al-Maqrīzī . . . , I saw in it the biographies of the Hanafite imams he had 
written and I wanted to add to each name the biographies that I could of those who were named 
with it [this name], aiming, as he did, to concisely mention those who have composed a book”).
171 Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale MS Ar. 1514. It corresponds to the first volume. The end is missing.
172 Ibid., fol. 2v.
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Maqrīzī’s mind, as a memorandum. 173 Thus, it is impossible that al-Maqrīzī used 
the term tadhkirah for his notebooks.
FINDING HIS WAY IN THE NOTEBOOK?
Now that it has been established that several volumes consisting of notebooks 
and independent summaries were prepared by al-Maqrīzī, the question arises as 
to how he managed all the data collected in this voluminous compilation. Note-
cards, as demonstrated, played an important role in this respect. It nevertheless 
remains that the vast number of sources which he summarized and from which 
he made quotations raises the problem of finding his way in the notebooks, of 
taking advantage of the data and of avoiding repetitions. Al-Maqrīzī must have 
developed and used several systems to minimize the potential confusion arising 
from his tremendous reading and summarizing activities. The codex leodiensis, 
together with the evidence provided by other autograph manuscripts, suggests 
several answers to these questions.
In one particular case, 174 al-Maqrīzī added in the margins, in front of 
the description of a given event, a heading indicating the content, the whole 
highlighted by a cipher in red ink, probably signifying qif (“pay attention”).
MS. 2232, fol. 39v (Courtesy Université de Liège) 175
Such a system was intended to attract his attention when he was searching for a 
particular passage he wanted to quote from this source. Thanks to it, he could get 
a general idea of the content of the page and proceed quickly through the whole 
resumé. The use of headings was limited however: besides the summary made on 
the basis of Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam’s work, 176 they appear in summary XX (from fol. 
173b to 174b). Apart from these examples, the only case where a heading is used 
pertains to scattered notes all connected with secretaries who worked within the 
173 See, for a short analysis, ʿIzz al-Dīn ʿAlī, Arbaʿat Muʾarrikhīn, 211–13. Cf Ibn al-Athīr’s words, in 
his introduction to Al-Kāmil fī al-Tārīkh, 1:5: 
.ﻥﺎﻴﺴﻨﻟﺍ ﻑﻮﺧ ﻪﻌﺟﺍﺭﺃ ﻲﻟ ﺓﺮﻛﺬﺗ ﻥﻮﻜﻴﻟ ﺎﻤﻬﻨﻴﺑ ﺎﻣﻭ ﺏﺮﻐﻟﺍﻭ ﻕﺮﺸﻟﺍ ﻙﻮﻠﻣ ﺭﺎﺒﺧﻷ ﻊﻣﺎﺟ ﺦﻳﺭﺎﺗ ﻒﻴﻟﺄﺗ ﻲﻓ ﺖﻋﺮﺷ ﻚﻟﺬﻛ ﺮﻣﻷﺍ ﺖﻳﺃﺭ ﺎﻤﻠﻓ
174 No. II: Talkhīṣ Kitāb Futūḥ Miṣr wa-Akhbārihā of Ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥakam.
175 The headlines read: khuluj Miṣr and khalīj Sardūs.
176 Even in this case, the headlines disappear after fol. 54r, although the resumé ends on fol. 81v.
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Egyptian chancery (fol. 130b: ءﺎﺸﻧﻹﺍ  ﻲﻓ  ﺏﺎﺘﻜﻟﺍ  ﻦﻣ, in red ink). On the basis of the 
scarcity of these headings, it can be concluded that headings were not usually 
used by al-Maqrīzī to orientate himself in the notebook.
Red ink, without doubt, played a role similar, although less useful, to headings. 
It is found throughout the notebook in various situations: it is employed for the 
symbol ﻒﻗ put over a given passage or at the beginning of a new sentence. The role 
of this symbol is to catch the eye and lead it to the starting words of a sentence 
in the course of a summary covering several pages. In this way, al-Maqrīzī could 
concentrate on only some points on the page and did not need to read, even 
quickly, the whole page. Red ink is also featured in keywords, where a stroke, in 
black ink, is overwritten in red.
MS 2232, fol. 167v (Courtesy Université de Liège) 177
 The titles of chapters and sections and the first name of a person given a 
biographical entry were generally indicated in the same way.
All that has been said has to do with the necessity of quickly finding something. 
Once a particular passage had been found and quoted, al-Maqrīzī had to avoid 
wasting time in reading, once again, the same passage, and more importantly to 
avoid repetitions. The best way to know whether he had already used something 
was to clearly indicate it in the notebook. Throughout the manuscript, usually in 
the margin, in front of a biography, or over the first word of a passage, a cipher 
looking like the numerals ٣ or ٢ has been added, indifferently in red or brown 
ink.
MS 2232, fol. 32v and fol. 122r 178 
(Courtesy Université de Liège) 
177 In this case, the horizontal stroke of the lām has been overwritten in red. The word (qāla) 
represents a break in the text that introduced another discourse, hence the necessity to indicate 
it with this system.
178 In this case, both ciphers have been used.
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These ciphers must have indicated that al-Maqrīzī had already used the data 
noted in this way. In order to know until what point he quoted the text, he needed 
to add another mark. It is regularly observed together with the previous cipher, 
but of course at the end of the portion of text quoted. This mark looks like a small 
ﻰﻟﺇ.
MS 2232, fol. 96v (Courtesy Université de Liège)
Whereas the latter can easily be interpreted as meaning “up to here,” the first 
is more difficult to decipher. The solution is offered by some of the remaining 
autograph manuscripts. In the two volumes of the draft of Al-Khiṭaṭ, for instance, 
the same mark regularly appears:
MS 1472, fol. 13r (Courtesy Topkapı Sarayı Müzesi Kütüphanesi)
However, in some rare cases, other words have been appended to it:
MS 1472, fol. 9r; MS 1405, fol. 21r; MS 1405, fol. 111r; 179 
and MS 1405, fol. 104v 
(Courtesy Topkapı Sarayı Müzesi Kütüphanesi)
In each of these cases, the additional words read respectively: jamīʿuhu, illā 
yasīran, illā qalīlan, and finally min hunā. Thanks to these words, it is clear that 
the cipher probably means that “the whole has been copied,” or that “it has been 
copied nearly completely,” or that “it has been copied from here.” In this respect, 
it is very tempting to interpret the cipher as an abbreviation of the verb nusikha, 
which tallies exactly with the assumed meaning. In that case, the cipher would be 
a sīn. However, this hypothesis must be rejected because if this is supposed to be 
a sīn and a cipher, why would al-Maqrīzī take such care to trace the strokes that 
are clearly visible in each occurrence instead of a more cursive form? What might 
have remained a mystery was finally solved thanks to an almost unique witness. 
179 In this example, the greatest part of the cipher disappeared due to the trimming.
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In an article published in 1986, Geoffrey Khan studied a copy of a decree dated 
to the Fatimid period. 180 This document is of particular importance given that it is 
not the original which was released to the beneficiary, but the copy that was filed 
in one of the registers held in the archives. One of the most interesting features of 
this document lies in the mark that crosses the whole text on the first page. This 
mark looks like a big three in Arabic 181 and it tallies exactly with the cipher used 
by al-Maqrīzī in his notebook and his drafts, confirming that this could not be a 
sīn. Instead, it clearly stands for the word nuqila (“it has been transcribed”). 182 It 
is no surprise to see that al-Maqrīzī utilized a mark for which evidence is found 
on archival material. Part of his official career took place in the chancery, where 
he was employed for several years. 183 Consequently, he was knowledgeable in all 
the nuances of this practice. On the other hand, the fact that this mark was still 
in use in the Mamluk period demonstrates the durability of the conventions of 
the chancery bureaux. While this cipher worked as a check mark in al-Maqrīzī’s 
notebook, indicating that a passage had been transcribed in one of his works, 
it meant, when used in his drafts, that a passage had been recopied in the new, 
either intermediary or final, version. As for the other mark, which looks like the 
Arabic numeral for 2, it is unlikely that it corresponds to a more cursive form of 
the preceding mark, because it is sometimes used together with the latter. 184 It 
could be interpreted as an indication that al-Maqrīzī had to quote the passage 
characterized in that way; hence the sporadic presence of an ilá, at the end of the 
text, and of the check mark as indicated above. If such was the case, this system 
180 Geoffrey Khan, “A Copy of a Decree from the Archives of the Fāṭimid Chancery in Egypt,” 
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 49 (1986): 439–53.
181 See the reproduction in ibid.
182 On this meaning, see Gacek, The Arabic Manuscript Tradition, 144. This interpretation is 
confirmed by other evidence studied below (see p. 62). The mark was tentatively interpreted by 
Khan as being the word ṣaḥḥa, a reading he was not happy with as he proposed later to rather 
consider it as “a checking mark that is not derived from any Arabic word.” See Geoffrey Khan, 
Arabic Legal and Administrative Documents in the Cambridge Genizah Collections (Cambridge, 1993), 
444. Another document bearing the same mark is studied by the same author (ibid., 491–92). 
The fact that a document had been registered or filed in the archives of the various bureaux was 
indicated on the original documents delivered to the beneficiaries by other words corresponding 
to an instruction: athbata, nazzala, nasakha (“to register”) or khallada (“to file”). See, for the 
Fatimid period, Samuel Miklos Stern, Fāṭimid Decrees: Original Documents from the Fāṭimid Chancery 
(London, 1964), 166–69.
183 Maḥmūd al-Jalīlī’s conclusions (al-Maqrīzī, Durar al-ʿUqūd al-Farīdah, 4:51–52), based on the 
data found in Durar al-ʿUqūd al-Farīdah, according to which al-Maqrīzī worked in the chancery 
well after that date, and even almost until his death, totaling 50 years of service, must be taken 
with caution and require further investigation.
184 See the instance given for fol. 122r above (it is in brown ink while the mark for nuqila stands 
in red ink).
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did not indicate precisely where the quotation had to be transcribed. In some 
cases, al-Maqrīzī must have been aware of the place where he wished to use a 
given text, but this was probably not generally true. Evidence of this is provided 
by the existence of unambiguous references to the need to copy some parts in his 
books in embryo. At least two such references are found in the notebook. The first 
(fol. 122r) 185 was placed at the end of a biography and reads: yudhkar fī Khiṭaṭ 
Miṣr (“let it be mentioned 186 in the topography of Egypt”).
MS 2232, fol. 122r (Courtesy Université de Liège)
The data is indeed found in Al-Khiṭaṭ 187 and the cipher (nuqila) is to show that 
the data had already been transferred, thus confirming its function. The second 
example (fol. 156v) shows that the indication could be quite elusive. The phrase 
must be deciphered as: yunqal bi-khabar al-Qāhirah (“let it be transcribed with the 
story of Cairo”).
MS 2232, fol. 156v (Courtesy Université de Liège)
Given that the text deals with several historical facts spanning a period of 
thirty years, the passage could not logically have found its way en bloc into one 
of al-Maqrīzī’s books. The mention of Cairo might be misleading, since one might 
expect to read this information in Al-Khiṭaṭ. Instead, it ended up in the history 
of Egypt under the Fatimid dynasty (Ittiʿāẓ al-Ḥunafāʾ). 188 In this case, however, 
al-Maqrīzī did not use the check mark, showing that the system was not routine. 
On the other hand, the verb used by al-Maqrīzī in this example corroborates the 
decipherment of the check mark (nuqila). In the end, all the systems dealt with 
in this section validate, once again, the identification of the codex leodiensis as a 
notebook.
CONCLUSION
185 It is in regard to the first biography of the scattered notes found on this folio (no. L).
186 It must be noted that what corresponds here to an order should be introduced by a lām al-amr 
(Wright, A Grammar of the Arabic Language, 2:35). The documents where registration orders were 
written display a great majority of these orders beginning with this lām. In some cases, it has 
been omitted. See, for instance, Stern, Fāṭimid Decrees, 36–37. Other instances are mentioned for 
classical Arabic, but Wright (Grammar) considered the phenomenon rare.
187 Būlāq ed., 2:85 = Sayyid ed., 3:282. See also “Maqriziana I/2,” 108.
188 See “Maqriziana I/2,” 127.
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The aim of this study was to present the preliminary results obtained through 
a thorough analysis of al-Maqrīzī’s notebook pertaining to his working method. 
As shown in the first part of the study (“Maqriziana I”), the notebook is a 
heterogeneous manuscript reflecting al-Maqrīzī’s complex modus operandi. The 
following conclusions may be drawn, although they still must be corroborated and 
clarified by further studies on the notebook and the other autograph manuscripts 
of this author. The richness of the surviving corpus of writings by al-Maqrīzī, as 
has been stressed, is of particular importance and represents an opportunity that 
cannot be overlooked. It is hoped that, in the future, these conclusions will be 
applicable to other scholars thanks to corroborating analyses.
This study has allowed us to establish that:
-the codex leodiensis corresponds to a notebook, a place where a scholar stored 
the raw material he selected during his readings;
-the notebook contains abstracts, scattered notes, and first drafts of al-Maqrīzī’s 
personal production;
-the abstracts, excerpts, and notes were all produced during the reading 
process;
-the notebook, in its actual presentation, is the result of the evolution of al-
Maqrīzī’s reading process: quires were taken out of a pile made of recycled or blank 
paper; some voluminous abstracts covering more than a quire were considered 
as independent units which were gathered at a later date to form a volume; the 
blank spaces left at the end of the abstracts were covered with scattered notes 
which jointly fixed the order of the quires and their succession in the volume;
-thanks to several notes of consultation written by al-Maqrīzī on the manuscripts 
of the sources he consulted, it is possible to precisely date several abstracts, and 
consequently others through the analysis of their position in relation to the latter, 
and finally the parts in al-Maqrīzī’s own works where the data originating from 
these sources are found;
-the function of the notebook was mainly mnemonic: the abstracts and the 
notes served al-Maqrīzī as a memorandum for the composition of his works;
-the abstracts might be faithful to the source, or consist of a paraphrase, 
but they did not necessarily imply that al-Maqrīzī quoted directly from them: 
sometimes he did; in other circumstances, he went back to the original source to 
make a faithful quotation;
-the notebook also features a unique example of a note-card, proving that this 
system was used by al-Maqrīzī in composing his books;
-the notebook allows a comparison of several versions of the same excerpt, in 
the best cases as many as four, from the source from which it was selected up to 
the fair copy of one of his books, passing through the resumé and the draft copy: 
it thus provides a unique opportunity to study al-Maqrīzī’s intellectual process;
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-al-Maqrīzī’s notebooks were referred to by him as majāmīʿ (miscellanies);
-in order to find his way in the notebook, al-Maqrīzī utilized a series of 
techniques, one of which was characteristic of chancery practice.
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NO. CITY LIBRARY SHELF-MARK TITLE NO. OF LVS.189
1 Istanbul Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi
Aya Sofya 
3362
“Al-Khabar ʿan al-Bashar” (vol. 
1) 245 (2)
2 Istanbul Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi Fatih 4338
“Al-Khabar ʿan al-Bashar” (vol. 
3, dated 844) 254 (0)
3 Istanbul Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi Fatih 4339
“Al-Khabar ʿan al-Bashar” (vol. 
4) 163 (0)
4 Istanbul Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi Fatih 4340
“Al-Khabar ʿan al-Bashar” (vol. 
5) 265 (15)
5 Istanbul Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi Fatih 4341
“Al-Khabar ʿan al-Bashar” (vol. 
6) 276 (0)
6 Istanbul Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi
Şehit Ali 
P. 1847
“Imtāʿ al-Asmāʿ bi-mā lil-Rasūl 
. . . (vol. 1) 211 (2)
7 Istanbul Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi
Yeni Cami 
887
“Al-Sulūk li-Maʿrifat Duwal 
al-Mulūk” (vol. 1) 257 (0)
8 Istanbul Murat Molla Kütüphanesi 569
“Mukhtaṣar al-Kāmil li-Ibn ʿAdī” 



















wa-al-Iʿtibār” (vol. 2) 182 (177)
11 Leiden Universiteits-bibliotheek
Or. 
1366/a “Al-Muqaffá” 226 (9)
12 Leiden Universiteits-bibliotheek
Or. 
1366/b “Al-Muqaffá” 287 (5)
13 Leiden Universiteits-bibliotheek Or. 3075 “Al-Muqaffá” 252 (12)
14 Leiden Universiteits-bibliotheek Or. 14533 “Al-Muqaffá” 550 (25)
15 Leiden Universiteits-bibliotheek Or. 560
“Majmūʿah” (opuscules)190 
(dated 841–42) 214 (0)
APPENDIX I: AL-MAQRĪZĪ’S AUTOGRAPH MANUSCRIPTS
189  The number in parentheses refers to the number of leaves consisting of recycled paper (chancery 
documents).
190  Mostly the work of a copyist hired by al-Maqrīzī, it nonetheless contains autograph additions 
and corrections. Fols. 1–14, 29–30, and 204–14 are completely in al-Maqrīzī’s handwriting.










Ar. 1652 “Ittiʿāẓ al-Ḥunafāʾ” 58 (0)
18 Paris Bibliothèque nationale Ar. 1688
“Al-Muntaqá min Akhbār Miṣr 
li-Ibn Muyassar”191 (dated 814) 94 (0)









“Dhikr Bināʾ al-Kaʿbah al-Bayt 







“Mukhtaṣar Qiyām al-Layl 
wa-Qiyām Ramaḍān wa-Kitāb 
al-Witr lil-Marwazī” (dated 807)
??? (?)
23 Liège Bibliothèque universitaire 2232 Notebook 209 (85)
Total 23 MSS 4714 (509)
191 The manuscript is not, strictly speaking, an autograph, but a copy of the autograph which was 
dated 814. However, it remains useful as it faithfully mirrors the result of al-Maqrīzī’s summarizing 
activity.
192 Previously in al-Maktabah al-Baladīyah, Alexandria. See ʿIzz al-Dīn ʿAlī, Arbaʿat Muʾarrikhīn, 
214 (no. 39), who was the first to mention it.
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APPENDIX II: AL-MAQRĪZĪ’S NOTES OF CONSULTATION ON MANUSCRIPTS
CITY LIBRARY SHELF-MARK AUTHOR TITLE DATE
Cairo Dār al-Kutub Muṣṭalaḥ ḥadīth 94 Ibn ʿAdī “Al-Kāmil lil-Ḍuʿafāʾ” [795]193


















(vols. 5, 15, 19, 25) 831196


























Rabat al-Khizānah al-ʿĀmmah 240-241 qāf Ibn al-Furāt “Al-Tārīkh” (vol. 5) 818197
193 Two volumes. The note, on two lines (fol. 1a), reads in each volume as follows: ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ  ﻪﻨﻣ  ﺩﺎﻔﺘﺳﺍ 
ﷲﺍ  ﻪﻔﻄﻟ  ﻲﻠﻋ  ﻦﺑ  ﺪﻤﺣﺃ  ﻪـﻜﻟﺎـﻤﻟ. See Fihrist al-Makhṭūṭāt: Al-Mujallad al-Awwal: Muṣṭalaḥ al-Ḥadīth (Cairo, 
1375/1956), 279. The date appears in the resumé he made of this text (Istanbul, Murat Molla 
Kütüphanesi MS 569, autograph, fol. 215b. See also al-Maqrīzī, Mukhtaṣar al-Kāmil, 844).
194 Five volumes. The note, on two lines (fol. 1a), reads in each volume as follows: ﻪﻜﻟﺎﻤﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﻪﻨﻣ ﺩﺎﻔﺘﺳﺍ 
ﷲﺍ ﻪﻔﻄﻟ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ. See Fihrist al-Makhṭūṭāt (al-Ḥadīth), 279. For the date, see the preceding note.
195 Part of the same partial set composed of ten volumes now scattered in various European 
libraries. The inscription, placed on the title page of each volume, reads: ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻩﺮﻴﻌﻤﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﻩﺎﻘﺘﻧﺍ 
٨٣١ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ. See also al-Maqrīzī, Al-Khiṭaṭ, Sayyid ed., 1:198 n. 2.
196 The inscription is equivalent to the one found in vol. 20. See preceding note. This is valid for 
all the other volumes of this set listed below.
197 Part of the same set now scattered between Vienna, Rabat, and the Vatican (autograph 
manuscripts of Ibn al-Furāt). See ibid., 1:64 (of the introduction); Ayman Fuʾād Sayyid, Al-Kitāb al-
ʿArabī al-Makhṭūṭ wa-ʿIlm al-Makhṭūṭāt (Cairo, 1997), 2:341, where only the date is provided. The 
note must be similar to the one found on the volume in the Vatican Library (see next footnote).










AF 123 Ibn al-Furāt “Al-Tārīkh” (vol. 7) 819199
Dublin Chester Beatty Library Ar. 3315 Ibn al-Nadīm “Al-Fihrist” (vol. 1) 824200
Cairo Dār al-Kutub Tārīkh 103 mīm Ibn Saʿīd “Al-Mughrib” 803201
Balaṣfūra 
(Sūhāj) Private library -- Ibn Saʿīd “Al-Mughrib” 803202
Escorial Library 534 (fols. 132–289) al-Musabbiḥī
“Akhbār Miṣr” (vol. 
40) 807203
Lost? Ibn al-Khaṭīb “Al-Iḥāṭah” 808204
198 The note appears on fol. 291b and is almost illegible today: ﻲﻓ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻪﻜﻟﺎﻤﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﻩﺎﻘﺘﻧﺍ 
٨١٨ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻝﻭﻻﺍ ﻊﻴﺑﺭ ﺮﻬﺷ. The month and the date are illegible, but were read, almost a century ago, 
by Eugenius Tisserant, Specimina codicum orientalium (Bonnae, 1914), p. XXXIII, who, however, 
was unable to read the second and the third words. See also Claude Cahen, “Quelques chroniques 
anciennes relatives aux derniers Fatimides,” Bulletin de l’Institut français d’archéologie orientale 37 
(1937): 15 n. 6.
199 On fol. 95b: ٨١٩ ﺔﻨﺳ ﺮﻔﺻ ﻲﻓ ﻪﻨﻣ ﻍﺮﻔﻓ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺍ ﻪﻜﻟﺎﻤﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﻩﺎﻘﺘﻧﺍ.
200 Part of the same set in two volumes, the second being in Istanbul (Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi 
MS Şehid Ali Paşa 1934). The note, which appears on fol. 1a of volume 1 only, is difficult to read 
today: ٨٢٤ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ . . . ﻩﺎﻘﺘﻧﺍ. See Muḥammad ibn Isḥāq al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, ed. Riḍā 
Tajaddud (Tehran, 1971), bāʾ and pl. 1. The reading given by the editor in al-Maqrīzī, Al-Khiṭaṭ, 
Sayyid ed., 1:89* (٨١٣ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻩﺮﻴﻌﻤﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﻪﻨﻣ ﺩﺎﻔﺘﺳﺍ), is partly erroneous and conjectural given 
the actual state of this reading note.
201 On fol. 132a of vol. 4: ٨٠٣ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻪﻜﻟﺎﻤﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﻪﻨﻣ ﺩﺎﻔﺘﺳﺍ. See ʿAlī ibn Mūsá Ibn Saʿīd al-
Andalusī, Al-Mughrib fī Ḥulá al-Maghrib: al-Juzʾ al-Awwal min al-Qism al-Khāṣṣ bi-Miṣr [al-Ightibāṭ fī 
Ḥulá Madīnat al-Fusṭāṭ], ed. Zakī Muḥammad Ḥasan et al. (Cairo, 1953), 59 (of the introduction); 
and Moritz, Arabic Palaeography, 167.
202 Part of the same set as the preceding one (autograph manuscript of Ibn Saʿīd), same note as 
above. A microfilm of this manuscript is held at the Dār al-Kutub al-Miṣrīyah, Cairo (Tārīkh 103 
mīm; see Fuʾād Sayyid, Fihrist al-Makhṭūṭāt: Nashrah bi-al-Makhṭūṭāt allatī Iqtanathā al-Dār min 
Sanah 1936–1955 [Cairo, 1380–83/1961–63], 3:81).
203 On fol. 132a: ٨٠٧ ﺔﻨﺳ ﻲﻓ ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ ﻲﻠﻋ ﻦﺑ ﺪﻤﺣﺃ ﻪﻟ ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ ﻪﻨﻣ ﺩﺎﻔﺘﺳﺍ.
204 The reading note was noticed by al-Maqqarī, during a stay in Cairo, on the autograph copy 
sent by Ibn al-Khaṭīb. It read: ﺔﺋﺎﻤﻧﺎﻤﺛﻭ  ﻥﺎﻤﺛ  ﺔﻨﺳ  [ﺍﺬﻛ]  ﻊﻴﺑﺭ  ﺮﻬﺷ  ﻲﻓ  ﻱﺰﻳﺮﻘﻤﻟﺍ  ﻲﻠﻋ  ﻦﺑ  ﺪﻤﺣﺃ  ﻪﻔﻟﺆﻤﻟ  ﺎﻴﻋﺍﺩ  ﻪﻨﻣ  ﻰﻘﺘﻧﺍ. 
See Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad al-Maqqarī, Nafḥ al-Ṭīb min Ghuṣn al-Andalus al-Raṭīb, ed. Muḥammad 
Muḥyī al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd (Cairo, 1369/1949), 9:312.
